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The -Career Opportunities Program
" The decade of the 1960s wés marked by dramatic shifts.?n the role

p]ayed by the federal government‘?n educat1on Building upon the

limited increase in the federal goygrnment's ro]é }n the dostréputnik

era, the attention ultimately giveﬁ to the education of 10Wf?;come childcen

representéd the most significant fedeka] f01e in"the nation's_educa]/~
onal history. Primarily through the various titles of the Elemen-

-Fary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA{ of 1965, the federal govern;

ment came to be a major partner d]ongiwith the states and the 1oc;1

school districts. ‘

"The 1argest section of ESEA, T1t1e I, was orimar11y COncerned with
providing dist1nct educational: services to children. In 1967, with the LT
passage of the Education Professions Development Act (EPDA), the federal ¢
role in Ehe preparation of educational personnel took on fgr the first
time significant d%mensions; Heretofore, there had been only 1imited
aat vities through various fellowship and institute tréining proarams,
and with the then two-year-old Teacher Corps. With the passage of
EPDA, an instrument was provided which allowed for short- and Topa-term
training for persons from oaraoro;essiona1§ to school suoefintgndents, ~
as well as for co*?@ﬁg facu]ty ’

While the Education Professions Development Act prov1ded for a
variety of speCific activities (including the extension of the‘qucher
Corps), it also provided far-reaching and brqad general authority,

notably in Part D, for the establishment of new orograms. The Career

Opportuniiies Program, formally begun in 1970, is a product.of that

/
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broad autﬁbrity for there is no mention of it -- or 6f,aey program 11ke_
it -- in the.1anguage of the Educafion Professiene Develonﬁent AEt In ~
“that sense, it was the product of the Office of Educat1on rather than A
of ex011c1t1y exoressed Congressional intent.
A number of factors provided backéround to and imoetus for»the

establishment of the Career Opportunities Program. Amonq these were:
- --thg percept1on in the middle and late 1968s of a oresent (and
wing) teacher shprtage, esoecially in and for schools ser-
- ving the poor;
--the recognition that the educational needs of Tow-income chil-
dren were not being met by the schools-as then staffedy "
--the broader sense of the inadeauacv of the wavs schools in
aeneral were staffed;

R T _=-the positive éxperience of the early 1960s with the employment

of community-Based paraorofess1ona1s, particularly in the
antiooverty orogram but also in schools; and .
_ --the growind belief that the_then-oresent desiagns of teacher
*»  education were inadequate, oart1cu1ar1v in orenaring teathers
for the ch11dren of the boor.

(3

ﬁ‘new organ1zat1ona1 entity, the‘Bureau of Educational Personnel
Development (BEPD), .was established to imolemént various of the proqrams

established by the new EPDA. To Don Davies, the first head of BEPD, who
i

had most recently headed the National Education Association's Teacher Edu-

cation and Professional Standards Commission, the work of the new Bureau

was -to be based upon a series of clear orecepts and judgments along the

following lines: w

--Attention was to be focused mainly upon the needs of the.children
of the ooor, the minorities, the alienated.. And, in doing this,
oriority attention was to be given to efforts designed to strengthen
the self- and group-identity of these persons.

--Training oroqrams were to be an instrument of and a catdlyst for
educational change. The Buredau of Educational Personnel Develoo--
ment was not to be an agency to provide more staff to do the same
old things in the schools. ~

-



--A key element in changing the schools was to be found in bﬁingfnq
into them new and different persons to play both old and new roles..
--Re1ationship§{among the imoortant institutional participants
(schools, colleges, communities being served) were to be based
upon "parity" or, as BEPD spokespersons put it, "mutual and collab-
orative decision-making" involving all part1c1oants in thé educa-
tional process, "1
Basical]y, the Career Opoortunities Program was a program of the
U.S. Office of Education,which made grants to local ;chop1 systems with ~
the concurrence -of the respective state deoaﬁtments'of education to pro-
vide on-the-job training and college education to naraprofessionals work-
ing in schools serving low-income chi]dyen. The participants would there-
by mount a career ladder, earn a baccalaureate degree, and become eligible
for a teacher's license. The training was nrovided in-the schoois bv co-
operating teachers, subervisory personne]{ and Career Onportunities Program

profect staff, while the forma1_edu2§tion was provided by a local college

‘ r ~ .
or university through a subcontract from the local Career Opoortunities Pro-°’

gram project. With increased experience, training, and educatien, par;ici;
pants were éﬁpected both to become bgtter teacher aides and: in.moét,cases,
to assume greater responsibility and status in the school system. At the |
end of the ordgfam and with a dégree and a teacher's']icense'hévingvbéen
earned, a pracess that usually took about four to five years for a peréon
'beginning with nO"Brevious college experiencé, the particioant was avail-
ab]e for emo]oyment as a full-fledged teéacher.

In the seven years of its existence (FY 1969 through FY 1976), the °

Career Opportunities Program'will have involved over 14,000 oarticipgnts

@

——mn

1Don Davies, “EPDAv/ An Inside Perspective," EbP Bulletin, II, 5 (1975)
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in pearly 150'schoo1jdistricts.2 Of -the participants, 56 percent were

S Biack, 15 peércent Spanish-speaking (four-ftfths of them Chigcano), three = -

percent Native American, and 26 percent white. Four=fifths were momen,
- . Fl [ .

with near1§ 60 percent of them over 35 years of age{ of the.20 percent
ma]e populat1on 60 percent were between 25 and 34 years of age. The

PR c1uster1ng of men 1n the 1ower age group ref1ects the 1nf1uence of the

. more than 10»percent of the particioants who wereaV1etnam-era veterans.
- m -

With the exception of the Teacher Corps, the Career 0pportun1t1es

Program was the largest ﬁrogram of the Educat1on Drofess1ons ﬁéve]opment~
f\

Act 1n each of its five pr1me years.

<7 In those years, its expenditures
) ranged from $21.6 mi11idn to $26.1 mi11ion

-

Over the full seven years

(FY 1969 through 2 1976) the totdl federa1 exoend1ture was $129 390 000:_

: A1though all of the data%are not yet in sthe bulk of nearly 150 .oro-
Jects conc]uded dur1ng the summer of 1975 a few had finished in 1974,
and the 1ast 12 are scheduled to finish in the summer of 1976), one can

ident1fy effects upon both 1nd1v1dua1s and 1nsthtut1ons

'y f . Itiis always difficult, of course, to assﬁnn d1rect “causal effect -
[ ¢ '

for change 1n‘comp1ex institutions and social organ1zat1ons C1ear1y,

T
’
Z

“C_ZAs this document is written (November 1975), a dozen COP projects are
in their”last regular year, while a score or so, are completing exten-
sions of grants which formally terminated in June 1975. The overall _
data ﬁresented*ﬁﬁre and elsewhere (unless otherwise noted) are derived
from reports prepared for the U:S. Office of Education by Public Systems,
Incorporated. The most complete of these was pub11shed in 1974 (based
on data %§.1ected in 1972, corrected but not undated in.1973). The :
most up-tb-date of -the reports, based on a sample study of 36 projects,
+is dated 1975. ‘

3

3




[ -

.o .its the Career Opportunitiés‘Program was not.a1one in promoting changes in
| “access to highervedogation; the nature o™ the program,for,the profes-
: ;’ - sionalﬁpreparation-ot'teaChers,the‘%ncreased invo?vement ofﬁthe'com-
o munity.in schoo1'matters,.and in the.deveTopment of more complex statt-
ing Datterns'for sch001s4 It was, however, an important force in all,
of these areas, more so 1n some cob’ proaects than in othersb more SO in
'ach1evtng one. or another of. these goa]s than others.
;,On access to higher education, the Fareer Opportunifies Program
¢ was part of a broad array of forces pushing to break the near-monopo1x )
of the young, white, middle- and upoer-c1a$s fu11 time studént “The

1f_.' - . Career Opportunities Program was un1que in br1ng1ng to the co11eqes

large numbers of students who-were “older and also workers.

SimiTar]y, the Career Oppgrtunities Programowas only one of the
forces working for changes in teacher educat1on which would make it
f1e]d based, more 1nductive(1n cyrr1cu1a des1gn, and more heavily
focused upon demonstrab]e classroom competency The special character
of CQP derived from the fullness of thevf1e1d base, for~the'COP.oar-

“ticipants in the colleges' teacher edhdatiQn programs were simultan-
eously full-time ¢lassroom workers |

Not only were the Career 0poortun1t1es Program participants “both
workers in the school and students at the local college or university,
‘they were als® members of the community served by the~schoo1w Thus,

- the efforts of the*Career'Opportunities Program to*develop increased
| commdn1ty 1nvo1vement in the schoo1 was not alone the work of a 1ay
counc11 seeking to play a governance role but, in the.presence of the

‘

participants, community involvement was at the very essence of each Career

-

_ Opportunities Program project. ' f
.G‘ . : N ' '14
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~for fewe

Career Qpoortunities Program, and, during its existencey, extended far

| beyond iS: the Career Opportunities Progggm participants accounted

than five percert of the paraorofessionals in a11‘schgo1s.5
What was special and qnique about the Career ppportunities Pr%qram in
this regard was Phe fact that from.their entry into the\Career Oopor-
tu 1tie§ Program, participants'were engaged'iﬁ‘activities directly re-
Tatiq to pypii learning (and not shunted off to clerical or moni;oring
ro]e‘i, and that the QOP design was'not'a static staff-differentiation
mg&e]\ Rather, individual participants. were involved in a career develoo-
ment design moving from entry-level paraprofessional positions to licensed
teachers. Ana as the Career Opportunitiés Program emohasized the utiliza-
tjon of parap?ofessiona]s in roles of substantial involvement in the teach-
ing/]eaknjng péocess, it, of necessity (as.we11 as plan), affected the
activitieé\;\ of the teachers\ in the c]assrgoms'. And the net result of both’
these setsxof activities was increased individﬁa]ization of instruction
for children.

COP was designed to serve low-income and minority adults. Nearly
nine-tenths -of those enrolled were members of low-income families and
some seven-tenths were non-white. The continuing shortage of téachers .
with such backgrounds is/gfen, for example, in Alaska where .95 percent '
of the cﬁi1dren in the state-operated schools are Native (Aleut, Eskimo,

or Indian), while 99 percent of the teachers at the start of the COP

-’

3Jorie Lester Mark, "Training and'Uti1izatiodr6f Paraorofessionals: A
Study of the Nation's Public School Systems Enrolling 5,000 or More
Pupils," Unpublished Dissertation, Graduate School of Education, Uni-

‘versity of Massachusetts, 1975, op. 221, 252.
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project were non-Native. Similarly, on the Crow and Northern Cheyenne -

, Reservations in Montana, only five of the 210 cer;iffedifeachers in 1970 -
. X were Indi; At theﬁr’c;;E1usion,'the Alaska Career Ooportuqﬁtieé Pro-
| gram (run in concert with the Teacher Corps) will haye quintuoled the ' ° A
ndhbgr of Native teéchgrs, whi]el%hé project serving theUCrow and Northetn‘
Cheyenne will have increased the number of Indian feachérs tenfold. -
) As college students, "the Career Opportunitfes Program narticiparnts
/ performed with distinction. In most tradifiona] Qays, they Qere "high
rigﬂ“‘co11;ge students -- older, non-white, long out of schoo1: sbmetimes
' school dropouts, fu]]-time workers, poersons with family fésponsibi]ities.

- At college after .college, they mpﬁe than held their own -- with drooout

-rates lower and grade point averages higher than the ‘traditional young,

. white, middle- and uoper-class full-time students.

" o .

. The graduates of the Career Opportunitiés Program projects were
being hired by local school districts, even at a time of alleged teacher
glut. While local school districts agreed to do so at the start of ‘the .

v

project, it s less ‘this agreement and more such factors as the nersonal ¢
uchar:acteristics of the COP par;icioants”,the'qua1ity of perfgrmance of
:3 the‘barticipants (the school dis;riéts, of course, have had an obgo}tunity
to 6bserve the-pafticioants over the course of thefr several years in the
program), and the.role of participants as community reéidehts which account

for the hiring. .
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The effects of individual COP projects are being aésessgg in terms

4

of impact both upon 1nst1tut1ons and .individuals.” A1l this, of course, N

1nvo]ves tpe process of the program. If is, however, to the effect of

\
the Career 0pportun1t1es Program after the part:c1oants completion of 9 f?\?\
. ' . )
the program that this study is difegtéd.‘ .
’} - *

-

. . »
i

4Each project-is required to carry out an overall review of its five years .
of activity. Also, several of the 10 U.S. 0Office of Education regional

offices are conducting studies, as are'many of the 48 state departments of
_education. The New Careers Training Laboratory, Oueens Co]]ege has pre-

pared a history of the Career Opportunities Program, and is collecting

various program materials for a final col]ection of Career Opportunities

Program products. And the Division of Education-Systems Develooment under

the direction of Dr. Thomas Carter is conducting an as$essment of "lessons B
learned" from the vdrious programs created under the authority of the '
Education Professions Development Act, including the Career Opportunities

Program. The study is under the direction of Dr. Doxie Wilkerson. *

17 ' ‘ .




The Study

‘The effect of COP, of course;”was not to end:with-the conclusfon

o - of the ggrt1c1pants enro]]ment 1n 1t 'Indeed, only after.completﬁon,L
o tthat is, when the successfu] part1c1Dant had become*a teacher was the
‘real test of the program at hand. For only then ceuld one attend to the
" twin set of questions, name]y;'"What kind of teachers had the- COP qraﬁu-
"ates become7" and "With what impact upon ch11dren7" It is to this pair
- of questions that a grant awarded by USOE to the New Careers Tra1n1nq
Laboratory, Oueens Co]]ege was d1rected 5 This report 1s a record of

the work carried out under th1s grant and a report of the f1nd1ngs of

that effort. ~ .

The proposal cai]ed‘for the evaIuation activities to focus uooh
“an jnvestigation of“the.impact of the-COP graduates along three related
but separate axes. These axes™are:

1. The Person -\the behavior of the COP qraduate; "

2. The Process - observat1ons of the COP Qraduates oerformance
in the classroom; and - o

-

“y ‘ 3. The Product - the effects of the COP qraduates uoon their
: pupils. :

The first axis, The Person, is an examination ot personal, demo-
graph1c and teacher tra1n1ng information concern1nq the Dart1c1nants
< For the sake of estab11sh1ng a basis of compar1son, a control grouo of
beginning, non-COP trained teachers was sought at each of the fifteen
- . sch001 districts where the study was conducted. (See Chapter 2, Part B,
' for a description of these sﬁtes and how they were selected.) They were

compared with:the COP-trained teachers along each of the three axes.

\ 5Grant number OEG 0-73-2933,'1 July 1974 to 30 September 1975.

Q N
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The second axis, ThefProcess, deals with an invest%gation of the ways
that the graduates interrelated with students, supervisors, and parents.
The major thrust of th{s compénent was an investigation of teaching . .
..techniqhes. . | ~
}he third axis, The Product, deals with thé graduates ' impagt‘ﬁpon

students. The instruments used in this axis collected data as to the

»

students' atteﬁdance, behavid??gs perjeived by pareﬁts, pubi1s'.se1¥-$ﬁ?

aﬁa cognitive development reffected in standardized achievement tests.
‘It is important at the outset to clarify both what this effort is

and what it is not. It is not a stydy of the activities, effect, and con-

sequences of thé:COP program as a whole; it is a §tudyvafvan-aspect,”$1- N~

beit an important'ong, of "COP. "It is not an examination of all COP grad-

uates who became teaéhers; ‘it is a study of gkaduates'at; 15 selected

projects. As demonsfr&ted below, these 15 can be fairly cdngidered

as representative of the tbta] COP universe, but they are neither all of

the projects no} a random sample of all projects nor of all d}aduates.

The study is limited, furthermore, in the behgbiors’of the graduates and

the effects upontheir pupils which were actually studied. And, these |

behaviors and effects were studied in a fixed time period, during the

course of the 1974-75 academic year with a specific cohort of graduates. =

These 1imitations were intrinsic to the design of fhe evaluation.
There were additional 1imitations, discussed more fully below, which were ég
a function of the conditions under which the study was conducted. Three

such constraints merit early mention: participation both by school dis-

tricts and individuals (CpP-trained teachers, the "matched" non;COP trained

19
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first-year teachers; and the pupjls_in the c]asses_Of both the COP and
' | non-COP teachersj w;s vo]untary;f'the project was carried out just as
school districts were strugg11ng to)anderstand the meaning and carry €
‘ out thé intent of the "Buckley Amendment";6 therzﬂgere.no funds for®
the emp]o&ment of"be;sonne1 onsite at the 15 projects, a condition

that forced hearvy re]jance upon the COP project directors in these &

. 7 b
locations.

These circdmstances,recognizgd, we submit this report convinced
.that its findings provide qniqﬁe and important data as fo COP, both
for the 15 projects and as a whole. And as a whole, COP was a sub-
stantial pkogram. There were over 14, 006 participants at some 150 -

’schoo1 districts in 48 states. Dur1ng 1ts five main Vears, FY 1970 .

through Fy 1975, COP was the 1argest program to be designed and 1mp1e~
( ‘mented under the authority of the Education Professions Deve]opment
Q Act, account1ng during those years for between a quarter and a third of’

the total EPDA funding.

6The full title of the law is "The Fam11y Educational R1qhts and Privacy

Act." ‘

7 ’ .

These directors were helpful in ways far beyond any obligation they
o may have had. Indeed, cooperat1on with our project was beyond their

already heavy responS1b111t1es It is no disservice to the level and
quility of this cooperation, however, to note that the absence i

site-based project staff was a factor which made more difficult the
- crucial task of data collection.

Al ) ”
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And the COP‘i participants represented a significant pqrtion both of

paraprofessionals attending.co11ege 8 and of non-whites injteacher train-

“%

1ng programso9 The data thus warrant attention in the c s1derat1on of

-

broader issues of teacher se]ect1on and training, educatian:for the human

services in genera], and- of recurrent or 1ife1ong education.

++ +
!

'fhe study, then, merits attention beyond that usu;11y attending a *
report on a -federal program. First of all, the.Career Opportunities Pro-
gram Jés both a Targe and unique effort. Its size has a1ready‘been des-
cribed. Its uniqueness is involved in xhé‘participants -- low-income
adults, the majority‘zf whom were non-white; in the field-based teacher
educutibn uesign; in(the career 1adder/iatti¢e scheme. With increased

attentiod to (and queétionihg of) teacher educaﬁion, indeed, of how well

the schools as a whole are performing, the findings of this study offer

important data toward the issues both as to who shoulg be/§e1ected as

y.,

8Based on surveys in 1971-72 and _1972-73 of school districts enrolling
5,000 or more pupils, Mark reportg that "a mere 25,394 paraprofessionals,
less than one-sixth of those under study, were enrolled [in colleges].
Mark, op cit. -For our purposes, it\is hard to know what to make of this °
fvgure, as nearly 40% of the school ‘systems surveyed failed to reply to
the questionnaire and, further, of those who_did return the quest1onna1re,
86 are COP projects (but the portion of the 25,394 reoresented by these is_
not revealed). While exact f1gures are not known, it does °seem true that
the 9,000 COP participants during 1971-72 or 1972-73, all of whom were en-
ro11ed in colleges, represent a substantial proportion of all paraprofes-
sionals attending co11ege )

9Durmg the COP years, about 70,000 non-whites were enrb]]gd—4u teacher
training programs. Thus COP's approximately 6,800 non‘wh1tes wou]d repre-
sent close to jf% of that f1qure

21
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teachers and how they should be trained. And,. with growing consideration
pf'1ifeloﬁg‘education, the COP e;perience‘repjesents an important body
of*data,'uniqUqug to the part{eipangs: Fin;?}y, notwithstanding the

limitations intrinsic to thé)study; it is oné'of”the few studies to. ook
at the efféft of a training program for,human sérvices_jn terms of outpﬁt
-- that is, the performance of program graduates as pF%%esS%ona]s; it is

further unique in doing so (agaiﬁ recognizing the design Timitations) using

a "control group." .




:The.Project Plan

v . ’ ’

Background ' ‘ . ,

.The proposal submitted by the New Careers Traininé Laboratory (NCTL),
Queens Co11ng, which was the basié of the USdE grant award, pronosed a )
samp1e'study of COP graduates as first-year teachers. It offefed speéific
ideas as to processes and lines of inquiry. Given its familiarity with
the Career Opportunities Program world, NCTL qga1ized from the outset the

_ need for }nvo1vement at the local COP project level, the need for covey-

' age’by the proposed study across, all fén USOE regions, as well as the
-question of ‘the wi]]iﬁgness of projects to particinate. Above all, coop-
eration at the site was crucial. The terms of the Frant to the"New
Careers_Training Laboratory did not provide for mandatory cooperation by
cop br;jects. And, givén USOE's re1;tionships'with local educational

" agencies, this could net have been the case. Nor, would it have been
desirable. Coqﬂeratioﬁ had to be enlisted; anJ this was a task with
two sets of §pecia1 difficulties. First, with most COP projects -then
in their fifth énd\iast year of USOE funding, there-were local "winding
down" problems. Directors were ungér heavy bfessure beth to achieve
all their goa]s, particu]qf]y gﬁgdﬁggion of a maximum number of partici- .
pants, and to carry out the various activities involved in elosing out a
federal project. At the same time, many directors were naturally concernedﬁ

with their own futures after the end of the project. Finally, some

school districfs, feeling that USOE's interest in COP must have been 1imit;

. ‘ ’
ed as it had decided not to refund, it, were reluctant to invest local

resources to assi§t the NCTL investigation.
o
o

Q ' - 23
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] The.seéoﬁd serfes”bf issues revd]ved'arpund the imp]ications of
the “Bdckley Amendment," which had ‘been recently enacted. Schog]s
were beg%nnihg to S;rﬁgg]é with the problems of imp1ementgtibn of it;
and the imincaFions of re]easiﬁg hitherto closely held material.  A.
. request from an'outside_égency, even (or;perhaps especially) one fundeq ,
by USOE, for data about pupi]s was not always welcomed. Also, many
districts were fating increasing pressuﬁe from'gfoups of organized
teacher§ as to studies which required their participatibn -Assistance
from off1c1a1s at USOE, support of the COP prOJect d1rectors at the
Tocal sites, and intervention by the staff of the NCTL pro;ect blunted

these d1ff1cu1t1es, but doing S0 took time and, on occasion, set back

. the planned schedule.




The 15 Sites

How the 15 Sites Nere Selected”

Following award of the’grant, June 1974, the New Caréeré Traininq

4 -Labpratory contacted-each of the then-operating,COP\projects.1 Direct,
co:Sact was made with each project director (see ApéexdixA ) and with
the Regional Project Officers in all ten USOE regions. Two criteria‘

" were set for participétion; at least ten COP graduates who were ém-
ployed in the distfict“s schools, and willingness on the part of the
director and the district to cooperate. fo the end of-August, 60 of

. the projects coniac;ed had responded positively, although not all ;et i ,
the first criteéioni D . u ' | _
The'grant application had sdggested 15 projects as an approbriate
numbér of sites for inc]dsion in the study. This number would ;eoresent
about ten percent of d]] projects, and it would allow for at leas one
project per USOE region, as well as five additional orojects witp?soecial
or particularly desirable characteristics. And it seeyed t6 be .a manageable
number of Sitesvfo;’the evaluation project's staff.
The process of winnowing dowp‘ghe‘positive responses to the 15 sites
fina]]& selected di;tated the development of strict criteria. The key
oéés were: a prohibition on selectingmore than two projects per reaion; the

need to include projects representing thg various forms of the COP'ﬁ%de] (includ-

ing large and small projects, urb rural projects, oroject§ serving

lActua]]y,‘a few projects had completed their fifth and final funded year,
June 30, 1974. These, too, were contacted, and one of them, Lewiston, Maine,
was ultimately included in the study group.

3
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differing population éroups‘inc]uding Blacks, Soanish-speakiﬁg; Native
Americans, and wh1tes), and the project”s own ?ssessment of the ability
of the 1oca1 site to prov1de the necessary assistance. A1l 15 of the -
projects thus selected agreed to part1cipate, beé¥ore work got underway,
however, the 91rector of the initially selected project in USOE. Region
VIII resigned, and g1ven‘the importance of project director cooperation,
that site was rep1ace; byAthe cop prgject in Helena, Montana. Thus,«the

15 sites which perticipated were:
B

J

1. Miami, Florida iy 8 Tempe, Arizona
2. Richmond, Virginia AP&F' 9. He]ena,'Montane
3. Gary, Indiana . 10, Tacoma, Washington
4. ' Grand Rapids, Michigan 11. Chipley,. Florida
5. - Kansas City, Missouri o 12. Lewiston, Meihe"

‘6. San Antonio, Texas . 13. Newark, New Jersey
7. Los Angeles, California 14.  Seattle, Washington

15. New Orleans, Louisiana

After the, sites were selected, all 15 project directors received
letters and statements of expected reSponsibi]ities“of both the New
Careers Teaining Laboratory research team.gs well asvthe Tocal education
agency. (See‘Appendix B.) In addition, each project director was asked
to attend a meeting (Kick Off Meeting Inmé%1cago - K.0.M.I.C.), which .
took place September 30, 1974, prior to any site visitations by project

staff. Inquiries by project directors had made it apparent to the research

team that an early meeting was necessary.

/S
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The meeting was fruitfu1 Snd’accomp1ished,the fo11owinQ' face-to-
»

face meet1ngs between the project directors and the complete NCTL team in

b3

which the researcher ass1gned to each of the sites was 1dent1f1ed a .

&e

br1e‘=ng and comp]ete outline of the anticipated prOJect,‘ based unon a

&

« N s

‘A,rev1ew of each schoq]endar, tentatwe v1s1tat1on schedu]es were, es-

tab11shed“ and identid cat1on of deferences in. c1assroom s1tuat1ons,,

&

¥,
the use of sfandard1zed ach1evement tests, and probab]e teacher attwtudes

£ X<

Add1t1ona11y, the ﬂ%et1ng\tr1ggered a reassessment of the 1nstrumentat1on §

-,to be used ang as a result of a specific request from one of* the directors,

Cass o (v

the parent quest1onna1re developed by the research team was scheduled for

o v

add1t1ona1 field test. The meeting's agenda and list of Dart1c1oants are -

,enc1osed (Append1x C) ‘ ~“‘.'if_ ' L . . N\

&
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How Representative Were the 15¢Sites?

It could be suggested that a study of COP graduates as teachers should

?equire'a random selection of gréauates from 'among all graduates employed

as -teachers. in order to be ésgufed that those studied are truly representa-
tive of the tota1 un1verse The. probiems of casts and logistics -- the
11ke11hood that 5uch a-samp11ng would produce subJecbs at a high percentage
of the 132 sytes ---wog]d have been_enormous, to say noth1nq of local school
di§trict prerogﬁtiﬁes with-the‘neéd to obtain permission to carry out a
study in'the véfioys 1ocaT schopl d&stricts. _A different mechanism was

Ll

required in order to seiect those-to'be studied.  For the pﬁrpose of making

the Etudy feas1b1e 1n terms of costs and 1og1st1cs & minimum of ten grad-

employed in the schoo1 district was set as one criterion. And,

. second, the district itself had to b& willing to allow the sthdy to be.
. L ¢ ’

. conducted. and to provide the necessary cooperation. And, for reasons re-
. . ~ - . ’k

lating %5 OE's structure, it was felt desirab1é to include at least one
project from each of the. ten OE reéions. : ' -

fThe subjécts, then, were COP graduates employed in 15 school districts

ﬁacrdsé fhe country. The araduates are not a random sample of all graduates,

and the projects from which they graduated are not a“random samp]e‘of all

brojects.' It is thus important to consider-the extent that the participants

2

resemble the universe of COP participants,” and the ei;ent to which the 15

projects resemble the universe of COP projects.

R

It would be better, of course, to compare the participants in the study to
the universe of all graduates hired by local school districts or even grad-
uates as a whole, but such data are not available. There are data on a
sample of graduates collected in 1975 and for all graduates as of 1972. How-
ever, as the chart below suggests, the universe of graduates does not signifi-
cantly differ from the universe of enrollees, using either the total universe

~as of September 1972 or the sample of March 1, 1975.

- ry
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® Table IT - 1 e

oA

Selected Characteristics of COP Participants and Graduates

A

As of March 1, 1975* As oF September 1972%* '
. -
Total - Total
4 R o . Participants Graduates Participants*** Graduates****
Low-income background 90% 89% 86% NA ‘
Residents of ldﬁiincome - : . -
commundty, - 93% 95% - 76% , 86%
ﬂfﬁimwm¢~“‘ e T T , ' , .
"’ "Veterans o 10% 15% 13% 13%
Male " 23% 20% 125 )
Female 79% 77% 76% . 88% .
Black _51% 52% 544 55%
Chicano | Sl . 1% 10% o 2
Puerto Rican A 4% T 3y | ts%'
- American Indian . 5% 1% 3% ‘
White 25% 32% 245%
, o308 L
Other : 2% 1% 2% v : .
19-24 Years : 7% 3 N NA
25-34 Years 36% 36% NA NA -
35-44 Years - 29% 29% NA NA
45-59_Years ° 17% 244 NA NA
60+ Years 1% 1% NA " NA
*Based on information from 36 of the then- -operating 132 projects, as collected
* by Public Systems, Inc., under a subcontract from Rutqers University, as part
of a gramt from USOE .
**Data collected are as of September 1972, subsequent]y corrected but not up- ‘
dated during 1973 and published in 1974 by Public Systems, Inc.

*#*%13 477 totah participants. 2
***%536 graduates. A ‘ J
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For only then” is it possible to know the extent to which the findings ‘ | oL
,may be considered app]fcab]e not only for the 15 projects studied but
for the entire unive;se of COP projects.
.An examination of partigipants by sex, veteran status, etﬁnici}y,i
comminity residence, and prior credits brought to’the'program, yields

the fo]]oﬁing comparisons:

Table II - 2

Selected Characteristics of Q6P Part1c1pants
and 15 Projects' PartWicipants

Total COP

‘ : Participants* Total COP 15 Projects'
5 . (5ample.of 36 PrOJects) Participants** Participants**-
Percent Female 79% 76% 79%
Percent Male ' 21% 24% 21% N
Percent Vietnam-era Veterans - 10% 13% 13%
Percent Black 51% 54% 61%
Percent Chicano : . 12% - 10% 13%
Percent Puerto‘Ricaﬁ ' _4% 3% . 1%
Percent American Indian 5% 3% 5% ’
Percent White 25y 24% Y
Pergent Other | 2% 2% TS )
Percent Community Residents 93% -~ - 76% 79%
. Avérage Prior Credits Per
Participant NA 15 14

*As of March 1, 1975.
S - **As of September 30, 1972. .




 —

«

.

The participants of the 15 projects in this study are'proportionate1y

almost identical with the total COP universe as to sex, veteran status,
community,re§jdence, and prior credits EﬁpUQh? to the progral_n;3 The par-
ticipants in the 15 projects are significantly more non-white.

The projects, when studied from the standpoint of the sources of
partitipants and'yarious features reTating té écademic creditg earned by %
participants while inothe program, may be‘compared as follows:

// Table I1 - 3 . ¢

Selected Charactéristics'of College Programs for Total
COP Participants and 15 Projects' Participants* -~

N
\,
- N —~—

Total COP Participants 15 Project Partfcipants r
\

Percent Participants Recruited ‘ -
from Four Federal Programs** 63% . 71%

Credits Earned in Program

i . » ) .
Average Current, ‘ 8 10
Average Current Released Time ‘ 5 | 5
Average Practicum 5 '3

f,\, f . | 28 ‘ 29
Y

*As“o? September 30, 1972.

% ¥

**ESEA I, Head Start, Follow-Through, Model Cities

Average Total

" 3Where data as to the total COP participant universe differ, we feel that

those for 1972 are iore reliable as they are based upon a study of the full .
COP. population, while those for 1975 are based upon 36 orojects (of 132 . Vi
surveyed) which responded to requests for information from Public Systems, Inc. . =~

e
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While not quite as similar as the participants, the 15 projects in
the study closely resemble theMtota1 universe of 132 COP projects when
coypared on these-bases. They are nearly identical in regard to the .
;o]1ege programs as nefiected by the numbef of co11egé credits acquired.
Concern over the vprjance as to the recrgitment sources of the partici-
pants is mit%dated by the ev{aence (Table If - 2} of close similarity
of individuaa chafacteristiés.

’

‘ o+
While the projects included in this study and the graduates employed
by their school districts, who are the objects of this study, were not

selected on a statisticéﬁ?} randomizpd basis, but, rather, aré a stratified
sample, both the projects and the graduates emp]oyed are a fain sample of.
the toté] cop qniverse. These data which fo]]d@ can gg‘seen (with under-
standing of how the projects and the graduates ﬁgre sgﬁected and how the

data were collected) as applicable to the total dOP ﬁniverse.
K3 . ,#" . R ‘ ““ a
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Detailed Characteristics

Table II

-4

of the Participants at the 15 Prajects* ; .

*As of September 30,1972

-

| _PROJECTS! : |
. ‘National 1 12 13 4 5. | 6 7 8 9 110 11 (12 13 {14 [15 1Total
Participants | 13,477 33 | 172 [ 158 | 129 | 150 {262 | 71 60 | 178 | 37 |47 |224 |8 |57 |58 | 1718
| #Males | i 24%| 61% 13% {' 28% 2% | 23% 6% | 21% wmx mmw 16% | 263 | 79 |17% 7| 16% |a03| 213
#Vietnam=era .
Veterans . . 1,866 13 |- 15 37 2 22 9 11 60 | 36 6 5 0 0 7 |13 [236
wVietnam-era )
Veterans 13%| 392 8% | 23% 3% | 142 3% | 15% [ 100% [ 20% | 16%|10% ] O 0 [12% -|22%| 13%
#B8lacks ] 7,358 0| 142 | 154 37 127 | 203 | 53 60 |14 32 0 |152 1 (46 |40 | 9061
.wm_mnwm 54%| O | 82% | 97% | 28% | 84% |77% | 74% |100% | 7% mm&Q 0 |67% 1% |80% |68% mﬁx
#Chicano 1,441 0 0 0 0 0 7 2 0 |164 0 : 0 59 0 1 1 | 234
L. #Chicano 108 0O 0 o. 0 0 2% 2% 0 | 92% 0 | 0 |26% 0 1% | 1% | 13% M“w
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Table g5 Lk

Detailed Characteristics_of the College Programs at the 15 Projects*
PROJECTS! . . .

JNational]l 1] 2 3 4 5 6 {7 18 9 [10 {11} 12{13]14 [15 Total of 15 Projects
Participants 13,477 |33 172 | 158 | 129 | 150 262 71 |60 (178 | 37 (47 mwa;wmm 57 |58 1,718
Percent Recruitedf 63% 6| 90%| 672 | 382 | 962 | 70%| 624 0 |76% | 95%|62% 88% | 99% pwm 78% ﬂmw 7%
Credits -- ) L
< . \ .
Average Current 8 11122 |12 6| 6| 8 9|10 {5 [13[16]13 7] 5|12 | 8 10
Average Released Time | 5° |11|22 | 6 | o 2| 1| 2| 3|56 |0] 3| 5[10]3 5
M; Average Practicum 5 (10 3| 5| 5| ¢ \\_\\\\w\x_u 0 |16]0| 3| 0|0]O 3
Average Total COP 28 62 | 22 WM\Aﬁ\wm\ﬁ\ww 29 | 41|50 |37 (45|33 3 (41|24 |79 29
N : — X
T e Tpp
| - .xlwmogmnqm | e
1. Lewiston, Maine 6. Gary, Indiana - 11. Helena, Montana )
2. Newark, New Jersey ~ 7. Grand Rapids, Michigan 12. Los Angeles, California
3. Richmond, Virginia 8. New Orleans, Louisana 13. Tempe, “Arizona
4, Chipley, Florida 9. San Antonio, Texas 14. Seattle, Washington
5. Miami, Florida 10. Kansas City, Missouri 15, Tacoma, zmmsﬁzmﬁ@m
4 ¥ ) .
. ) ,

2. Percent total participants recruited from ESEA I, Head Start, mo__omnHr«om@mw Model Cities

»
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*As of September 30, 1972. .
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The Instruments

Axis 1 - The Person

"

Central to thé evaluation process wag;the se1ggtidniof a control
‘group of non-COP- trained first-year }eachers at each school where COP-
trained teachers were emp]oyed.4 COP-trained teachers and their non-COP .,
trained teacher countérparts were then "matched" as to.certain predeter-vﬁ
mined characteristics (e.g;, first-year teachers, in the same school,
tedchjng at the same grade levels).\ |

t
To broaden the comparisons, a questionnaire was distributed to both

the COP-trained and non-COP trained participants. This id;trument was
designed to elicit specific personal information about each teacher (age,
sex,‘ethnicityi, information concerning professional preparation, as well
as information concerning class size and the ethniéity of their pupils. ‘;
Information gathered from tdis questionnaire js presented ifi Chapter ﬁv,
"“The Findings," Part A (see Appendix D for a copy of this and other fhstru-
ments used in the study).

_In addition, we sought information as to teacher attitudes. Here
three standardized measunemeng@gnstruments were used -- the Gordonllnventory,
fhe Gordon Profile, and the Middesota Teacher Attitude Inventory. These
wdre used to test the significance of the following Null Hypotheses:

c_

- b K]

41In Gdry, Indiana, and Grand Rapids, Michigan,,ﬁﬁ re were no first-year
teachers other.4han the COP-trained teachers; thu§, they could not pro-
vide "matches." In some other schools, which could not provide a number
of first-year non-COP trained teachers equal to the number of COP-trained
teachers,.as many "matches" as available were used.:

30
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Théﬁg/wi11 be no significant difference in the COP-
trained teachers' responses to an inventory measuring
. . personal characteristics and the non-COP trained
- teachers' responses to an inventory measuring persona]
’ characteristics.

There will be no s1gn1f1cant d1fference in the COP-

trained teachers' responses to a survey measuring

their attitudes toward aspects of schooling and the -

non-COP trained teachers' responses to a survey _
measuring their attitude toward aspects of schooling .

The relatively limited amount of research on the tonic Bf ;ersona1ity
characteristics of "good" teachers indicatgs that some traits can be related
to teacher effectiveness. Clark and Gowan and Rowan have found nosit?va
co;re1ations in the areas of Objectivity, Agreeableness (Friend]iness); (ooon-
eratigeness (Personal Relations), and Emotional Stabilify.5’6 Leeds found
that teachers who get along well with puoils tend to be coonerative, friendly,
objective, and émotionql1y stable and to evidence sociability and social as-
cendaﬁéy.7 Both Leeds and Washburne and Heil found that fearfulness and sub-

’ oy

s . 8
missiveness were characteristics of less effective teachers. o

As Ryans has stated the issue, "to anyone concérned,with teachina, the

e

desirability of attemoting to understand motivational backaround as revealed

in teachers' oninions about school-related matters is self-evident.

S5¢.J. Cfark, "The Mental Health of Elementary Teachers as Measured by f%;
Guilford-Martin Personality Battery," A Paper Read at the National Council
Q on Measurements- Used in Education, At]antic City, N.J., March 1970..
1Y
6J.C. Gowan and Mary S. Gowan, "The GUilford-Zimmerman and the California
Psychological Inventory in the Measurement of Teaching Candidates," €alifornia
Journal of Educational Research, VI (1955), pp. 35 37.

”

7C.H. Leeds, "Teacher Attitudes and\Temperament as a Measure of Teacher-
Pupil Rapport," Journal of Applied Psychology, XL (1956), pn. 333-337.

81bid.

9CL Washburne and L.M. Heil, "What Characteristics of Teachers Affect
" Children's Growth?", School Review, LXVIII (1960), pp. 420-428.

: | 36
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He also found that "...superior teachers were significantly (beyond .01
Tevel) more favorable in their opinions of ﬁup%]s than were the low
teachers."10 A

These findings resuifed.frbm the use of several instruments which
were too lengthy for use in this study. Instead, brief, easily administered
instruments have been se]ectéd which measure essentially thé same character-
istics covered in the above mentioned studies. These are the Gordon Personal

. Profile and Inventory. |
Although we believe it to be axiomatic that teachers' attitﬁdes are

related to the quality of their teaching, and although numerous studies

have been made of teacher attitudes (the instrument'most commonly employed
fof~this measurement being the Minnesota Teacher Attitude InQentory),
there has béen virtually no change in relevant research sﬁnce Stern's 1963 !
statement that "direct evidence on this point is surprisiég]y meager."11
To measure these attitudes, we have employed the most widely used
instrumez}, namely, the Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory (MTAI). The
‘@~MT§I "...is'designed to measure those attitudes of a teacher which pre-
L dict hoﬁ well he (sic) will get along with pupils in interpersonal rela-
ionships and, indirectly, how well sdtisfied he will be—with teaching as

] a\vocation."12

o “
<

A
- 10pyvid G. Ryans, Characteristics of Teachers: (Washington, D.C., 1960).

11G orge G. Stern, "Measuring Non-Cognitive Variables in Research on
Teaching” in N.L. Gage (ed.), Handbook of Research on Teaching (Chicago,
1963). ST

IZW.?. Cook, et al., The Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory (New York;
1951).

N 5
RGN ;
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Axis 2 - The Process

The observation of teachers in the classroom was the second major
‘ area of inquiry. Classroom observation has been the basis for many
) 51udies attempting to determine what constitutes effective teaching be-
havior. Despite the amount of work which has been done in this area,
according to Rosenshine and Furst, "At present...[there] can only be
guesses about what is good, true and beautiful in classrooms -- research
in this area has barely bequn."13 In other words, despite the attention
devoted to this vital aspect of teacher performance, it is difficult to
disagree with Marsh and Wilder's statement that "No simple, specific, . .
observable teacher act has yet been found whose frequency or percentage
. of occurence is invariably [end] significantly correlated with student
achievement."14 The current uncertain status of the research’Qirtué]]y!“-\
assures agreement with McNeil and Popham's assertion that "effective zf
teaching cannot be proven by the presence or absence of any instructional

var1'ab1e.“15 r . -

13Barok Rosenshine and Norma Furst, "The Use of Direct Observation to
Study Teaching" in Robert M.W. Travers (ed.), Second Handbook of Research
on Teaching (Chicago, 1973).

14J E. Marsh and E.W. Wilder, "Identifying the Effective Instructor:| A

Reviewsof Quantitative Studies, 1940-1954," Research Bulletin, No. AKPTRC-
TR-54-4%; USAF Personnel Training Research Center, San Anton1o, Texa .
1954.

15

John D. McNeil and W. James Popham in Travers, op cit. N
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« It seemed, neverthe]esé, incumbent upon us to make observations of
the actual teaching performance of COP-trained and control group teachers
i and to report on tﬁase aspec;s°of their behavior which the research at

least suggests measures qualitative differences. And. although there is

’

no Hefinitive evidence that particular teacher behaviors lead to particu-

lar and significant pupil gains; the Timited evidence available does provide

|l

some direction.

-

A great number of studies of teacher effectiveness have been conducted
through means of classroom observation.16. Flanders and Simon summarize the
data asserting that:

v It can now be stated with fairly high confidence that
) the percentage of teachers' statements that made use K
/ . of i1deas and opinions previcusly expressed by pupils - ‘
: is directly related to average class scores on atti-

tude scales of teacher attractiveness, 1iking the

teacher, etc., as well as to average achievement .

scores adJusted for initial ab111tx_,‘(Emphas1s in

the or1g1na1‘717

They further note a study of verbal interaction in'High”séhoo1 classes

which found that "Ehe high-achieving c1asses differed from the 1ow-achievihg
classes by having more responsive teacher behavior, less teacher talk, and
more extended pupil talk...."18 While Flanders and Simon focus on verbal

clagsroom interaction, other authors have identified additional- areas.

16Comprehensive sources for reviews of these studies are Gage, op cit.,
and Travers, op cit.. .

e
17Ned A. Flanders ;and A. Simon, "Teacher Effectiveness” in R.L. Ebel (ed.},
Encyclopedia of Educational Research (New York, 1969). R

18N E. Furst, "The Multiple Languages of the Classroom: A Further ﬁna1ysis
and Synthesis of Meanings Communicated in High School Teaching," Doctoral"
Dissertation, Teq%>e University, 1967.
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In their review of the literature relevant to the affective dimensions
of learning, Kahn and Weiss have identified four categories of teacher
behavigr which "have been shown to be favorably associated with students'

school achievement. They identify these categories as Enthusiasm, Use

- of Student Ideas and General Indirectness, Criticism, and Probing.19

Three types of instruments are used to observe classroom performance.

-These are category systems, sign systems, and rating scales. A category

system is one in which an event is recorded each time it occurs; a sign

system is one in which an event is recorded only once if it occurs during

a specified time period; a rating scale requi%es a single rating on each

variable at the end of the observation periodf Both category and sign
systems are, in essence, counting sysiEﬁs\designed to make}clessroom ob-
servation me}e objective, hence less susceptible to subjective distortion,
than that achieved through the use of rating scales.

With more than a hundred different observation instruments from
which fe'choose, it seemed most reasonable to select the one which.is both
widely used apd designed to measure that aspect of -teacher per;;i:;:::\ﬁbich
we have determined is more important for our study. Because of the evidence
that teacher use of student ideas contributes to improved pupil performance,
we'have:chosen to focus on this particular aspect of teacher behavior for
this’study. The most widely used oSservationa] system is the Flanders

Interactional Analysis instrument. It is widely recognized as providing an

accurate measure pf'c1assroom interaction, particularly as regards the di-

S

‘mensions of direct and indirect teacher behavion.

195 8. Kahn and Joel Weiss, ”The Teaching of Affective Responses"
Travers op cit.
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L ~ Although the evidence 4s certainly not conclusive, it does poinf in
| the direction of a significant re]étionship betweén teacher indirectness
o == measurable with the Flanders {nsfrﬂmént -- and student* achievement. | y
‘ﬂaﬁwv ’.'. ‘Flanders himself reports a clear fe]atibnshipfbefween teacher indirectness
» " and achievement tn so§1a1 studies agd math, with "Tiking téachgr more" a§
~, an intervening variable.20 LaShies reports a significant, positive rela-
v tionship between,teachers"indirectnéss and student achievement in bio]dgy.21
| .And, Power reports a significaﬁf,;pos%tive re]étionship between teachér in-
directness and pupi) achievement in math for grades.l to 3.22
F Not all classroom sgttings, However, Tend themselves to the Use of the
Flanders instrument; classrooms, for instance, in which individual or sma11-
groub;work is going on and the teacher engageg‘in only very limited inier4
AN action with the pupils. Since we anticipated“encouhtering)%uch situations, - .
we also uti]ized a second observation inst}umeht, the Ryané C]assroom kh,/J
Gbservation Record. . ‘ '
— —+
20Ned.'.A Fianders and Greta Morine, "Some Relationships Among Teacher

Influence, Pupil Attitudes, and Achievement" in Briddle and Ellena (eds.),
Contemporary Research on Teacher Education (New Yofk, 1964).

o

le.A, LaShies, "The Use-of Interaction Analysis in BSCS Laboratory .
Block C]assrooms,"_dourna] of Teacher Education, XVIII (1967), pp. 439-446. T

22g R, poweil, “Teacher'Behavior and Pupil Achievement,"ﬂA/Paper Read
at the AERA Annual Meeting, 1968.




- The Ryans Classroom Observation Record was chbsen for the following

reasons:

e

o ' --the factors which this instrument meastires are strongly.
N , related to the variables of teacher behavior which the
: research estab11shes as- be1ng related to pupil achieve-
ment;

—-Ryans and his staff obtained inter-observer re11ab111ty
~ correlations of between .8 and .9; and
. - =-the use of the instrument can be learned in a brief time.

The Flanders and Ryans instruments were used to test the significance

of the following Null Hypothesis: . - —
There will be no significant differences in the
behavior of teachers and pupils in the classroom
of COP-trained teachers as compared with the class-
rooms of non-COP trained teachers as measured by
the Flanders Interaction Analysis Categories and
the Ryans Observation .Record.

Further to support our 1nvest1gat1on of the second axis, the original
project p1an was to so11c1t Judgments of the graduates work by their peers,
supervisors, principals, parents, pupils, and paraprofessionals with whom
the feachers worked. Discussions with“site personnel and a review of re-
search 1itehafure dealing with this area indicated, however, that it wou'ld
be consistent with research findings to 1imit this facet of the inquiry to
school supervisory personnel, pupils, and parents. - - |
. The instruments used in dealing with this aspect of the second axis
° : . . . P
v © are: v

The Pgincipa1/Supervisbr Rating Sheet - This instrument was developed

by New Cahger; Training Laboratory staff. It consists of 40 items for which
the teacher is to be rated by the rater in comparison with other first-year
teachers known by .the rater. The Principal/Supervisor Rating Sheet was

used to test the significance of the following Nul1 Nypothesis:

L . 429




There will be no significant difference in the
Principal/Supervisor's perception of the behavior

of COP-trained teathers as -measured by specific o
categories of behavior and the Principal/Supervi- 0
sor's perceptions of the behavior of non-COP trained
teachers as measured by the same, specific categor1es

of behavior. .

&

The logic of measuring pupi1'attitudes toward school is c]ear]y expressed

by'F]anders "A suitable 1earn1ng environment is said to exist when stu-

dents are 1nterested in coming to class, look forWard opt1m1st1ca11y to the
work - 1nvo1ved, and obta1n a sense of satisfaction from participating, espe-
cially in terms of self-respect and self-confidence." He goes on to say that

Q .
"it follows that students' attitudes toward the learning environment will be

~an important indicator of the sui%&ﬁﬁ1ity of the environment for them."23

We chose to approach the question of student attitudes thrpnqh the
measurement of parent perceptions of their attitudes and learning in‘the

belief that pupil attitudes are frequently trans]ated into behaviors ob-

" servable by parents.24 The Parent Questionnaire utilized was developed

by New Careers Training Laboratory and field tested in four schools in

Providence, Rhode Island. This preliminary work identified the items for

qwhich'response patterns differed between parents.

L

This questionnaire Was used to test the significance of the following |

- Null Hinothesis;

There will be no significant difference in the perceptions

of the parents of students in classes taught by COP-trained
teachers and the perceptions of the parents of students in

classes taught by the .non-COP trained teachers as -measured

by specific indices of student behavior.

23F1anders and Simon, géiéig.

.285chool districts' concern regarding direct questioning of pupils would

have made it impossible to survey. the students themselves at two-thirds
of the sites.

43
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The basic question wh1ch immediately confronts the 1nvest1gator of
/pup11 att1tudes is whether they can be Dos1t1ve1y correlatéﬁ w?th cogni-
tive achlevement, and the current evidence on th1s 1ssué is fgi from
def1n1t1ve. -Several studies have indicated that correlations’ between
attitudes and achievehent reflect the fact that those pupils who achieve
well in sch&oT have more positive feelings about it, while other studfes,,
, ' however, report nonsignificant re]ationships between school-related atti-
tudes and_performance.25 Nevqrthe]gss, common sense still dictates that
'pup1]s with p°§lElYe attitudes toward school will, in the long run, achieve
more than pup1ls with less po;1t1ve attitides. If teachers are able to
‘fo§ter more positive attiﬁudes toward sch091 in their pupils, these pupils

should gain more from their entire school experience, even thoﬁgh these

' gains may not be immediately evident.

»

25¢ahn and Weiss, op cit.

-+




-36-

Axis 3 - The Product

the Handbooks of Research on Teaching.

The third axis deals with the COP graduates' impact upon the ’
studéhts themselves. ‘

There has been éurp%ising]y little rg;earch on the effect of schooling
on the se1f7cdncgpt of children. While many educators express concern
abodt this é>i§i§a1 aspect of the child's development, ihteresf in it has
generally been subordinated to a focus on'cognitive development. In fact,

imp}ovement in self-concept does ngt.eyen-rate an index entry in either of
26

Consideration of improved self-concept ai/a valid goal of‘edqution‘
raises two separate questions: first is whether improvement”in self-concept

is a valid educational, goal, independent of cognitive gains. Whether one

responds affirmatively to the first question js'a value issue, one to which

the staff of this evaluation would respond affirmative]y.n The research
group believes that improved self-concept, independent'of any other educa-
tional objective, is, indeed, a valid goal of the schools. And this belief
is. adequafe for us to undertake to investigate whether COP-trainedvteachers
differ from traditiona11y trained feachers in\achievfng’this goal.
Examination of thfs variable is further warranted on the basis of !
the limited evidence available on the relationship between cognitive
gains and improvement in self-concept. Staines has reported that in classes

in which improved self-concept was a major goal, both experimental and

‘ controT classes made about the same gains in English and math, as measured

26Gage, op cit., Travers, op cit.

a
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K\ﬂpj stand;rdized tests, while significant positive gains were made in
\~'“§E ‘3 pupil self-concept 1n the exper1menta1 c]asses 27 1t has been stated
} Sewhere that in stu%ent -centered c]asses, "factual and curricular >
learning is roughly ejua] to the learning in conventional classes.
Some studies report s]fght]y more, some slightly less. The student-
- centered group shows gains significantly Qreater than the conventional
class in personal adjustment, in se1f-initia§ed curricular learning, in
creativity, in se1f-responsibi1ity."28 While the evidence does not
b?éﬁf]y support the view that improved self-concept leads directly to .
greater éognitive growth, it does supp;rt the view.that emphasis on im-
proved'se1f-conéépt does ng} interfere with cognitive growth.
- Additional evidence, moreover, ggbingito demonstrate a relationship
between personality factors and achievement. Lanning and Robbins, for
. example, looked for chtors which may produce underachievement. They ¢
identified "poor self-concept originating in poor family relations" as -
one of these factors.29 Kim Has similarly re]afed interpersonal and
emotional factors to achievement.30 Johnsbn Egporq§;t£;t positive-self
attitudes have been shown to influence achieveﬁenf:as.we1\ as perSdna]

adjustment and acceptante of other 1nd1v1dua1s 31 v

’

27J S. St%1nes, "The Self-Picture as a Factor in the C]assroom", British
Journal of Educational Psychology, XXVIII (1958), pp. 97-111.

28Car1 Rogers, On Becoming A Person (Boston, 1961).

29, Lanning and R. Robbins, "Gifted Underachiever," School Review, LXI
(1951), pp. 472- 480

30Y.H. Kim. "The Factor Structure of Social Maturity and Ifs Relation to
Intelligence and Achievement," Dissertation Abstracts (Ann Arbor, 1968),
4002-A. e .

~—

31D.w. Johnson, Reaching Out: Interpersonal Effects and Self-Actualization
(Englewood Cliffs, 1972). .

. 46




. b -38-

Despite -increasing 1nterest in this area, we are not faced with a
L ]

wide choice of instruments with wh1¢h to gather data. In fact, only one

.instrument currently available -- the Piers-Harris Childrems Self-Con-

cept Scale -- meets the necessary criteria.
The Piers-Harris Self-Concept Scale was used to test the significance
of the following Null Hypothesis:
There will be no significant difference in the attitudes
toward self of students in COP-trained teachers' class-
rooms and those of students in non-COP trained teachers'
classrooms. as measured by scores obtained on the Piers-
Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale.
Another aspect. of the impact of the COP graduate is upon the pup11s
affective development. However, the unW1111ngness of school systems to
a11ow access to certain pupil information due both to increasing sensitivity

as to pUpi] records and concern regarding the meaning of. the "Buckley

. Amendment" meant that we could not directly measure affective domain growth.

We were able to assess cognitive growth. While it would have been

most desirable fo adminjster a single set of instruments assgssing cognitive

" achievement to all pupils, school system Fé(u1ations oreQented'doing SO.

Thus, analysis of pre- and post-test achijevement scores of district ad-

ministered tests is used to test the s1gn1f1cance of the following Null
L

Hypothesis:

v

There wilT be no significant difference in the
achievement growth of students of COP-trained
teachers and the achievement growth of students
of non-COP trained teachers.
A final facet of the inquiryty1 the impact of the COP graduate upon
the students was to collect data on pupi1\absences and disciplinary refer-"

rals. :The effects of extensive absence hamper the child's educational
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progress.ahd keeping ;p with peersy and reinforce negative attitudes
toward school. Extensﬁvg absence also often ref]ec?s negative attitudes _
i;ward school. In addition, schools are budgeted and/or reimbursed on
the basis of the nu;bers of pupils in attendance. Thus, attendance is
of greét importance to the schoo]'districts: Even moré important, how-
ever, is the slowly accumulating evidence that attendance is related to
aqhievement.32 Attendance records for pupils in the classrooms of both
theACOP- and non-COP tzained teachers were made avai1ab1e by the local'’
school districts. °

For the learning process to occur, there must bg some discipline
and effective management of c1as§ problems. Discipline problems reflect
pupil attitudes toward the school, the performance and attifudes of th?

classroom teacher, and the ability of a teacher to create an'gtmospheré'

for learning. Discipline problems may be viewed as indicators of pupil

dissatisfaction with the educational process. 'A‘decrease in disciplinary

problems reflects favorably on the teacher.t A .diminution of disciplinary
problems because of greater teacher skill and improved pupil rapport is
generally viewed as a significant program outcome. An NCTL-developed
Pupil Activity Data Sheet provided for recording.of discipline referrals,

as well as for the attendance data referred to above.

-

+ 4+ + 4+

Iﬁ summary, the study desién incorporates the use of a variety of
instruments addressing the issue of what kind of teacher is the COP grad-
uate from several differing perspectives. In effect, it»is b "Rashohon"

approach, believing that a "truer" picture is obtainable from multiple lenses.

-

32Dav1’d E. Wiley and Annegret Harnischfeger, "Explosion of a Myth: Ouantity
of Schooling and Exposure to Instruction," Educational Researcher (April 1974).
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The grant_from the U.S. Office of Education to the New Careers
Training Laboratory stipulated £hat a third party eéa]uator be engagéd.
Although the selection of the third party evaluator was originally
scheduled té-he completed Sy September 30, 1974,'de1ays in form clearance

resulted in the actual requests for a proposal from interested third par-

3

' ty evaluators being sent on September 27, 1974, with a request for their

return on Octeher 25, 1974. The requests were sent to every individual

appearing Jon a T¥st of program auditors made available to the team by

the U.S. Office of Education Program Officer. In addition, the proposal
was sent to other individuals known to various members of the research
team. In all, 27 requests for proposals were solicited and six proposals
were submitted. 7Two outside university readers were contracted to read
the proposals and make recommendations. Thefr report was available on
November 5, 1974. From this prdcess, Mr. Leonard Granick was selected
as third party auditor.

Regular meetings were held with Mr. Granick and all the necessary

plans and files were made available to him. In addition, he made visits

to four of the sites. His reports are attached (Apoendix E).

)



The 15 COP Projects

Individual Characteristics

total of 2,060 part1C1pants,1 ranging from 30 to 317 per prOJect w1t%;,%:;
. i

In their five years of operation, the 15 COP proaects enro11ed a

L b',;',

an average of 137. Of this total, 918 (45%) were enrq11ed at the timé of

this ;tudy. Current enro]]ment ranged from 02 to 175, with an average
b «'
of 63 students per project. | . i

S

)

At the time of the NCTL study, 384 COP graduates were employed in
professidna] capacities in the 15 school systems: '368»296%) as teachers
and 16 (4%) in non-teaching professfonal capacities. Of the 368 teachers,
3189(86%) were assigned to grades K through 12 and 50 (14%) were in other
teaching capacities. Employed teach9(i~9t grades K-f numbered 282 (76%)
and all 15 projects employed COP graduates in these grades. In nine of
the projécts, 32 (9%)‘taught junior high school (grades % and 8), while
four (1%) COP gradgates were teachers in high school (grades ? thrdugh 12). .
Of»the.Sd«graduates ;;”Other teaching capacities, 29 were spgcia] educa-
tion .teachers; -13 were early childhood education teaché}s; four were

Adult Basic Education teachers; two wefe bi]ingda] teachers; and two

were substitute teachers.

~ / . . '

Inote that the data here and in subsequent sections were collected as
part of the present project during the 1974-75 grant year. The data in
Chapter II, Part B, as noted there, were collected in September 1972 and
March 1975, and are not strictly comparable with the data rgesented here.

2The Lewiston (Maine) project completed its five funded years at the end
of 1973-74 school year. The other projects, except Newark, were in their
fifth and last funded year in 1974-75; Newark was in its fourth funded
year. - v

4




Tﬁé 16 non-teaching proféssiona]s, repbrteq by eight projects,
included three librarians, three occupational specialists, two adminis-
trators, two social workers; and one each of the following: Assistant
COP Director, Student Advisor-Alternative Education, Home-Schoo1-Coordi-
nator, Teacher Corps-Community Coordinator, Community-School Director,

and Mbbile Reading Unit Coordinator.

i

Table III -1

Distribution of Graduates Employed by 15 Projects' School District
(Total Graduates Employed = 384)

Number N . 282 32 4 29 13 4- 4 16
Percent 73% 8% . 1% 8% 3% 1% 1% 4%
Number of ..
Districts 15 9 3 8
\ o .
)
[ 4

— | ]

K-6 7-8 9-12 Spec1a1 Pre-K ABE  Other Non-
Teaching Teaching

‘01
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The following table represents COP participants at the 15 sites
during the program's-duration, present COP partiéipants at the time
of this survey (Fall 1974), and COPVparticipant%/sggyéged in the school

systems in teaching or other professional capacities at each site.

: o

o -




Table III - 2 | L.

- _,_ : i Participants (Total and Current) and Graduates at the 15 Projects
_. L T T2 131451617 (810 [0 N[ 1Z[~B3[ 14715 Total
1. Total COP umﬁﬁmnmvmzﬁm . ) ‘
during program's operation.|165 (317 {104/52 |61 |230/162 [108 |/150 (200 | 210| 60 [ 99 |30 |112 2,060
J 2. Present COP ummﬁmnmumzﬁw. 85(164| 32| 2 |25 |175| 32| 54113 | 95 | 75| 14 woma 0 22 | 918

<

3a. COP graduates employed in
school system in teaching
or other professional .

capacities at this time. .| 15| 32| 17| 8 (36| 26| 83| 8| 37| 22| 28|29 | 23 |1 9 384
3b 1. teaching grades k-6. 151 12| 11| 8 ;21 | 26 64 6| 31|14 | 18| 27 | 17 7 5 282
: w2
2. teaching grades 7-8. 0 0| 00O} 5 of 1 2 2| 7 50 1 5 2 2 32 -
‘ 3. teaching grades 9-12. 0f 0| 0JO (O of 1 .0f 0] 1 2 0 0 0 0 . 4
- '
| Mw » 4. other professional . ) |
1 nmumnmﬁmmm. 01 20] 6] 010 0f 17| 0| 4| O 3 1 1 2 2 66
. teaching.’ ’ 018 4] 0 7 ol 13/ 0| 4| 0 2( 0 1 1 0 50
. non-teaching. ‘ol 2| 2/.0|3]| of 4 ofj o] o] 1| 1| 0} | 2 16
\ 1
’ -
n«wn -
. . RS,
- -~ P —

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E
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Eleven of the 15 projects reportéd 65‘addifﬁona1‘graduates employed
in other school systems: 49 (75%) as teachers-and 16 (25%) as non-teaching
professionals. Thirty-four COP graduates were reported by 11 projects

M

NTnety-three (24%) of the 384 COP graduates employed in the 15 school

~

as working in fields other than education.

systems were taking graduate-level courses; 66 (71%) of these wérq enrolled
in degree programs. Two COP graduates had already received their M.A.
degrees. . k

The following table represents employment of COP graduates and the

number enrolled in graduate degree programs.

04




. Table IIT -3 !
| Graduates of the 15 Projects Employed at Other Than the Projects' School Districts
. SITES -
1] 2] 3] 4]5 7] 81 9 J10 [11] 12] 13] 14 [15 Total
4. COP graduates employed in )
~other school systems as :
®  teachers. o|1]2|5]3 700l 016 6. 1] 1| 6|1 | 4
other professional
capacities , ol 1100 80| O 5 0 0 0 0 1 16
5. COP msmacmﬂmw employed in ) ‘
fields other than education. o0 1|5]|O0 415 0 3 3 2 1 7 2 34
v Sy
ue
1
(Ve .
< ' “
1

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E
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m . . , ~Table' ITI - 4 . - \
Post Baccalaureate Educational Activities of COP Graduates
- e T SITES | | -
o o - 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 | Total
6a. COP graduates employed in i o
S school system (see 3a) ]
- present]y taking graduate .
. - level coOurses. . 1 |5 3 1 | 1]|26( 10 2 0 4 2 29 7 NA 2 93
~ . 6b. Of the &bove (6a) number, . | . . .
’ in gradydte degree programs. 1 5 3* |1 1 3| 10 2 0 4 2|29 3 NA 2 66
M | | N )
:
| *In addition, two received M.A. degrees in August 1974. o
= . 2 g
1 . . . . e
. . B
° 8
~ g ) . 3 ‘ . \ - .
T ,
< » . + B ICW
. . . vy
(L H




e o *‘*"_ﬁ—b—‘
'
. -
"

-48-

Both present (1974;75) cop participanis and COP graduates employed
by the school systems of the 15 projects as teachers were 17 pércent ma]e ‘ SN
and 83 percent female. The éame rﬁtio existed fﬁr COP graduates .in non-
teaching capacities. |

Veterans comprised ten percent of present COP participants, 11 per- -
cent of the COP graduates empryed as teachers in_ the school systems,
and 31 percent of the COP graduates empioyed in non-teaching capacities.

‘ A majority of the 15 project COP participants (71%) were Blacky
Fourteen percent were Spanish-éurnamed, 12 percént “Other," two percent
American Indian and;0.08 percent were Oriental. The COP gradudtes em-
p]oyed as teacheréyin the school systems were 66 percent Black, 14 per-
ceﬁt'"Other,“ 11_pgrcent Spanish-surnamed, eight percent American Indian,
and 0.01 6ércent Oriental. ~fhose graduates employed in non-teaching

| capacities in these school systems were 75 percent Black ‘and 13 percent
"Other." American Indians and graduates of Spanish-surname each made
up six percent of this grodp. ‘

The largest age group of present COb participatns was 31-40 (37%),
followed closely by ‘the 20-30 group (34%). Twenty-three percent were
41-50, énd seven percent were 50 and over. The majority (56%) of COP
graauates emp]dyed in nbn-teacbing capacities was in ‘the 20-30 age group.
The 31-40 and 41-5Q'agé groups were&each 19 percent and graduates 50 and

over made up six oercent of the sample.

*




-49-
Turninglffom the COP personnel to the school districts as a whole,
® the data collected3 1ndic§ted that 32 percent of the teachers (excluding
COP'gradd;tes) in the systehs were male and 68 percent female. The ma-
jority (69%) were pther, 22 percent were§€1ack, 7.nerce_' were Snaﬁish-'
Surnamed, 3 percenf were Oriental, and 0.1 percent were American Indian. s
- ) Teacher; betwéén 20 and 30 made up the largest age group (40%). Twenty-
four percent were in the 31-40 age grouo,. 19 oercent between tﬁe ages of
- 41 and 50, “and 17 oercent 50 or over.
Forty percent of the non-teaching professionals (excluding COP
graduates) were maTe and §0‘percent were fgma]e. The majority (67%)
were Other, 25 percent w;re Black, 6 percent were Snanish-Surnamed, 2
percent were Oriental, and 0.2 percent were American Indian. Thirty
percent were 50 years old or over, 29 percent were between'the ages of
31-40, and 15 percent were 20-30 years old. .
. As Table IIT - % indicates, the COP graduates in both teaching and . .
non-teaching categories were more 1fke1y to be Black or Spbanish-Surnamed -
or American Indian but less likely to be 0rienté1 or "Other" than the
districts’ staff[gs a whole. As to age, the COP graduates in Feachinq
were more likely to be older than the districts' staff as a whole, while

the COP graduates in non-teaching positions were more likely to be

younger.
. 4

3The collection of district-wide data was uneven. Of the 15 orojects,
seven were unable to orovide data concerning sex, veteran status, ethnic
background, and age of school district personnel (excluding COP graduates)
in teaching and orofessional non-teaching capacities. Of the remaining
eight, one site sent only ethnic data; the other sites included all in-
formation requested except veteran status with ihe excenticn of one project
which was unable to provide age /breakdown. .




Table III -5

Sex, Ethnicity and Age of COP Graduates and cﬁmwxﬁnﬂm Overall

¢ . “Age .
o 20- 31- 41-
& Male Female Vet. Black SS Al OR Other 30 40 50 50+
7. Present COP participants. ‘ . a _ :
-~ (Total: 918). 159 759 - 95, 650 131 15 8 114 308 339 208 63
- (17%) (83%) (10%) (71%2) (14%)  (2%) - (.08%) (12%) (34%) (37%) (23%) (7%)
8. COP graduates employed - _
by school system as ,
teachers (Total: 368). 63 305 4] 244 42 28 1 53 115 115 111 27
: (17%) (83%) (11%) (66%2) (11%)  (8%2) (.01%) (14%) (31%) (31%) (30%) (72)
9. COP graduates employed - .
in professional non- _
téaching capacity -
(Total: 16). 8 8 5 12 1. 1 0 2 9 3 3 1 .
9 . (50%) (50%) (31%) (75%) (6%)  (6%) --- (13%) (562) (19%) (19%) . (6%)
10. Teachers in school , D - :
. system (excluding :
Q. COP graduates). 7,474* 15,639 NI 12,181 3,744 59 1,900 38,667 1,597 944 775 700
v . (32%) . (68%) (22%) (74)  (.1%)  (3%2) (69%) (40%) (24%) (19%) (17%)
11. Non-teaching pro- -
. fessionals in - , m
. "school system (ex-
i cluding COP graduates. 1,625 2,409 NI 1,565 346 11 . 138 4.137 121 236 219 247
R Npomv (60%) (25%) (6%) (.2%) (2%) (67%) (15%) (29%)(27%) (30%)
L *Four were under 20 years of age. )
. N.B. Chipley, Fary, Helena, New Orleans, Newark, San Antonio, and Tempe were unable to supply data concerning mm

school district personnel (excluding COP graduates) in teaching and non-teaching positions. Los Angeles
included only ethnic data. Miami did not include age breakdown.

v
.
Q
IC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Approximately 80 percent of the 368 COP graduates employed as

teacﬁers in the 15 school systems were assigned to classrooms where

- the majority of@the chi]drfn were of the same ethnic or racfal back-

ground as the COP graduaté.- The percentage of teachers thus assiqneg
ra;ges from 17 to 100 peréent per school system, with seven schoolv
systqup havingv100 percent.

The following tab1? repres§§ps COP graduates in school svstems

assiggggggs teachers to cTassrooms.where a majority of the children

VT e
#* +

. & _ : .
are of fhe same ethnic or racial background as that of the COP graduate.

,.é‘{u RO

-
- +

i
i
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‘Table III - 6

COP Graduates Assigned'as Teachers to Classrooms Where a Majority of the Children

Were of Same Ethnic or Racial Background as the COP Graduate

.

[3

: Y
. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 & 12 13 14 15
Number assigned 13 27 5 8 13 2 63 8 32 20 27 28 4 10 7
Percentage of Total COP v
' graduates assigned as -
teachers in 15 school 1 § -
- districts. 86 90 33'/310039 100 78 100 86 91 100 100 17 100 100
1
N . .
n i
w0
— .
¥
- RS
&l

E
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Project Characteristics

Of the criteria used for selection of COP participants, residence
in the community, was considered important by 14 of the 15 Drojectsi
Financial need was rated as fmportant by 13 projects. Eleven-projects
' perceived both potential ability and ethnic and cultural considerations
asf;mportant determinapts. Ten'bé1ieved that experience in;workinq
with children and personality factors were important. The criterion

\
deemed less important throughout the 15 project groun was oolitical

involvement in the community. Similarly, there was general agreement
that baékground exoerience in‘commuﬁiéy work and 1ahquaqé aﬂi]ffyfwere
not especially significant.

The following table presents the crifefié used in selecting COP

participants, as reported by the 15 COP BY¥®¥ject directors.
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s o Table IIT - 7
{k Relative Importance of Various Selection Criteria
.‘t\ -
\ Very Somewhat Not Very Not at A1l
4 Important - Important Important Important
i
'\
Financiali Need o N 2 1 0 .
tthnic, Cthura] Characteristics 6 5 1 0
\ . :
Academic réford " : 1 5 4 _ 3
‘Background éxperience in community |
work .} . 2 2 6 2

!

. !
Background eﬁperience in working
with childreh ‘

Perceived pot§?t1a1 ability
Language abi]i%{

9
6
0
Personality factors 4
Residénce in comqunity : 13

0

Political invo]ve%gnt in community
b&ﬂgl X
LEA employee \ 3
Vietnam Veteran X 1
Location of work sit§§ ' 1
Evidence of enro]]mené{in THE 1
Good health . K - 1 r
\‘n

While emp13yed in a school, the COP particinant's performance as an

instructional paﬁ?professiona1 was evaluated by such school personnel as

&
teachers, supervi&prs, and principals or by a combination of school, institu-
i

tion of higher edué?tion and/or COP staff. School personnel were involved

bl
§ o

\ .
Q . \‘e“ 83

1
% ) —~
! .
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in the evaluation procedures of 14 of the 15 projects; COP personnel
were used by seven projects; and college or university personnel were
' used by six projects. Six projecté used only school personnel; four
projects utilized school, college, and COP personnel; “three projects
uéed COP and school personnel; and one project each used school and

+

college personnel or college personnel only.

The following table represents the way in which the COP participant's

work was evaluated while he/she was employed in a school.

Table III - 8

Source of Evaluation of COP Participants' Work
(n=15)

School personnel only. 6 ~ (40%)
, IHE personnel only. o e (62) '
School and IHE personnel. 1 (6%)
School and COP personnel. ' -3 (20%)
School, IHE and-COP personnel 4 (27%)

e
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College Programs

. At all 15 orojects, partic%nating co11eges°and universities
adapted admission requirements and/or course offefings in varying
degrees to meet the educational needs of participants, project doa1s,
and the demands of the integrated work-study exoerience. Thirteen
projects either waived or modified entrance requirements. The actions
they took included e1imiﬂpting or changing_entrance and n1acement‘examina-
tions; waiving requirements for high school or general eauivalency dinlo-
mas; disregarding high school averages, SAT and ACT scores, Or previous
college records in favor of judgmeﬁts based upon the maturity, capability
and professional potential of the applicants.

Eleven projects developed New courses or modified:exﬁsting course
content and/or methodology. Additions and revisions of courses were
focused on teaching methods and compensétory or remedial education for
participants, as well as upon course; aimed at sensitizing participnants
to the history and culture of minority ethnic grouns and to the relevance
of fﬁese factors in the educational orocess of which they were vart.

Seven projects waived required courses, orimarily because participants
had, in effect, met their obligations through on-the-job trainianand on-
site course work. Cadet or Student Teaching requirements were waived at
two projects, with one project making this exCeption’on1y for selected
students. Classes requiring classroom practicum'or observation (excent
practice teaching) were waived at another project.

The following table represents changes<made in the univeristv or

college programs for COP participants.



24
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Table IIT - 9 )
Changes Made irf College Programs
Requirements Requirements New Cburses Usually Required
Waived Modified - Developed Courses Waived
=15) . -~ (n=14) (n=14) Tn=18)
YES 10 7 11 -7
(67%) (50%) . (79%) ' (50%)
NO 5 7 3 7
(33%) (50%) - (21%) (50%)

The major differences between the program followed by COP oarticipants
and that followed by non-COP participants at the same college included
practical on-the-job training, onsite course'werk, Eredit for work exoer-
jence, and co11ege.facu1ty supplemented by’cemmunity and school district
personnel. _

Thirteen of the 15 project directors believed the COP orogram goals

~differed from traditional teacher preparation progrehs. 0f the 13, two

(15%) stated that the goals differed "completely," seven (54%) that they
differed'"a greet dea],"'and four (31%) that they differed "somewhat."

In the opinions of nine directers,‘these differences had caused
difficulties, primarily in the area' of relations with college instructors
(8), followed by relations with teachers at. the local school (6),.adminis-
trators at the local school (5), administrative policies of the 1oca1

/

’school board (5), and curriculum development (5).

—

60

I
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A11 of the project directors felt there had been cooperation
between the COP pngjects and other educatiqga].programsxat the college
or university. The majority (9) stated that there had been a great
deal of‘cooperation and-six stated that the;e had been some.

Fourteen of the directors felt that the COP project cauged some
changes in the institutjon of higher education's traditional practices
and/or policies. Six felt that’ this impact had produced significant
changes. Five respondents chiiacterized the change as nominal and

three believed it to be 1ittle. Areas where change was most prevalent

included entrance requirements (10); curriculum (8) and course content
(6).
Table III - 10

Areas of College or University Change
n=14

0

¥

Entrance requirements. 1
Financial aid procedures.

Curriculum.

Course content.

Grading.

Graduation requirements. ' :
Other: '
Non=traditional scheduling. .
Earlier field experience. ‘

Faculty teaching style.

NN O

— ] —t

-
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Summar
During the five years of COP's operation:‘?he 15 projects included

in this report enrolled a total of 2,060 particioants, ranging from 30
¢

to 317 per project, with an average of 137. O0f the above total, 918

(45%) were enrolled at the time this quest1onna1re was como]eted Cur- ¢
rent enro]]ment ranged from 0 to 175 with an average of 63 students per
project. N

Three hundred eighty-four COP graduates were employed in professional
capacities in the 15 school systems: 368 (96%) as teachers; 16 (4%) in
non-teaching professiona]neapacities.

Eleven projects report an additional 65 graduates employed in other
schoo]:systems. Thirty-four COP graduates are reoorted by 11 projects as
working in fields other than education. e

Ninety-three (24%) of the 384 COP graduates employed in the 15 school
systems ‘were taking graduate-level courses; 66 (71%) of these were en-
rolled in degree. programs. v(Two COP graduates a]ready have receiveq,M;@!¥?
degrees.)

Sex, veteran, ethnic, and age breakdowns were rouqh]y para]]ei for
present COP participants, COP graduates employed by schoo] systems as
teachers, and COP graduates employed in non- teach1nq capacities. The
notabje exception is the sex breakdown of non-teach1ng orofessionals
where the ratio is one to one. Among.present cop particinants and graduates
employed as teachers, the ratio is roughly four females to-one male. The
largest ethnic group represented in each of the three categories is Black,
with 75 percent of the non-teaching positions, 71 percent of present partici-

‘ 3
pants, and 66 percent of teachers. The age groups mostf*requent]y reoresented

bo

~




were from 20-30 and 31-40; the 20 to 30 age group predominates in
non- teaching capacities | . v
Compared with the teach1ng staff 1n school districts where they
were employed, the COP graduates were mgore 11ke1y to be older and more
likely to be B]ack Spanish- Surnamed or Nat1ve Amer1can
Approx1mate1y 80 percent of the 368 COP graduates emo]oyed as
teachers in the 15 sehoo1.systems<were assigned to classroofns where
the_majority of chi1drén were of tne same ethnic or.racia1 background
as thé COP graduate. The percentage of teacherS'thue assigned ranged
from 17 perceént to, 100. percent per.schoo1 systen, with seven'schooL

systems hav1ng 100 percent. . . ’

‘0f the criterfa useﬂ\tor se1ect1on of COP oart1c1pants,‘"res1dence :

in the .community" was considered important by.14 of the projects. "Financial’

need" was rated as important by 13 projects, followed by "perCeived poten-

' tia1-abi1ity" ann "ethnic and cultural considetatibns" at,ll_orojeCte each.
A1l 15 projectévadepted college entfance nequirémenté'and/or course
6fferinqs to some degree in order to meet the educational neens of partici- _

pants, project goa]s, and the integrated work-study exner1ence fhirteen
prOJects{e1ther wa1ved or mod1f1ed entrance requirements, while 11 orO]ects
-developed new courses orvmod1f1ed existing course content and/or methodo1ogy.
- While employed in a school, the tOP oarticipants' work was ¢Va1uated by
either school personne] (teachers, superv1sors, or pr1nc1pa1s) or a combina-
tion of school, 1nst1tut1on of higher educat1on, and/or COP staff..
The three primary program goai; listed by COP nrOJect d1rectors were,

in. order of 1mportance (1) to improve the lives of~ oart1c1nants by ex-

panding.career opportunities; (2) to improve ‘thé education of children,
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i L
. v ] :
particu1ar1yz1ow-inc6me and minority ethnic students; and (3) - to improve
teacher education-by proriding alternative methods of training. Fourteen
projects gave priority to improving the lives of participants; 10 bro-

jects noted improvement of the education of children;- an& six projects

‘noted 1mproved teacher educat1en

¥

Th1rteen of the 15 proaect directors believed the COP program qoa]s
d1ffered from trad1t1ona1 teacher preparat1on proqrams of the 13, two
stated that the goa]s d1ffered "comptete]y," seven. that they d1ffered "a
great deal,” and four that they d1ffered "somewhat " ’

A]] of the proaect directors felt there had been coooerat1on between
the'COP.progects arrd the other edUCat1ona1 proqrams at the co]]eqe or univer-
sity: The maJor1ty (9) statgd “that there had been "a qreat dea] of cooper-
ation," and s1x-stated that there Wad been "some. ' Fourteen resoondents -
felt that the cop project had an impact:on the institution of h1gher educa-
tion's traditional practices and/or po]icies;? six felt this impact.hadwbeenz
"sinnifﬁcant.f Areasvnoted as havingqbeen most -affected were ”entrance re-

quirements" followed by "curriculum.and course content." -

a
°




y' . | o The Findings

t : Axis 1 - The Person °
P N

N 1. "Agd,’Sex, and Ethnicity

One hundred thirty-four COP g;aduates‘émp1byed at the 15 projects'
districts participated in th%s evaluation. ‘Thi;ty-three (25%) were male
anq‘101 (75%) were female. Of the 95 non-COP trained beginning teachers

" in the study, 15 (16%) were male and 80 (84%) we;e female.l &,
Responses from the COP-érajned teachers indicated an age range from-
20 to 54 wjth a mean of 35. Male COP t chers ranged from‘22_through 54’v
witﬁ a mean agaggf 32. Female COP te hers,ranéed from 20 to-54 with'a

mean age of 37.

o
Iy

The following narrative and tables present information provided_by the
return of 152, quest1onna1res out of a total of 229 questionnaires dis-
tributed to the sample populations.. Sofe questionnaires were returned
only partially completed. Consequently, the N cited for certain,char-
acteristics may change inasmuch a$ some ques;10ns were left unanswered

Ouestionnhires - Questionnaires -

T . Distributed’ ! Returned
coP - R - 90
Noﬁ-cop 95 | - 62
| / T = 229 T= 152 (66%)
L
71
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" Table IV - 1

Age and Sex of COP Graduates Employed at 15 Sites

Age Groups % of Total Number .\ % of Total Number
‘ . Male Female

20-25 B B ¥ | 1 1

26- 30 30 18 12

31-35 | 16 2 14 :
36-40 .6 1 5

4145 18 2 16

46-50 SR 10 2 8

51 - over_ . - | T 1 N

'Non-COPéxéachers rapged in age from 20 to 50 with a mean age of 26. Male
non-COP teachers ranged from 23 to 28 with a mean age of 24. Female non-COP

teachers ranged from 20 to 50 with a mean age of 27.

-

. TableIv-2

Age and Sex of Non-COP Teachers

2

Age Groups % of Total Nuﬁber ' ¥ of Tﬁta] Number
. Male . Female
20425 | 64 20 44 ,
2630 | 23 T 19 '
"31-35 2 0 2
36-40 - ' 5 0 5
41-45 o 2 0o 2
46-50 4 0 4
5] --over 0 | 0 0




As the tables indicate, among both COP and non-COP teachers the

- =64~ ‘ »
|
1
\
. male were generally younger than females, and the COP teachers averaged |

|

\

9 years older than the non-COP teachers.

Table IV - 3

)
Ethnicity of COP and Non-COP teachers

Groups cop % of Non-COP % of
Male Female Total Male Female Total
n=25 . n=65 _ n=12 ‘ n=50
American Indian 0 7“ 8 0 ' 2 3
Black 15 32 52 3 13 " 26
" Spanish=-Surnamed 3 8 12 2 4 10
Oriental 0. 0 0 0 1 2
. 3 ,
Other ‘ 7 18 - 28 7 ’ 30 60

Among the COP teachers, Blacks represented more than half (52%) of the total.

Among the non-COP teachers, Blacks represented half that total (26%).




)

For all groups but Other, the COP teachers were more likely than
the non-COP teachers to be teaqhing classes in which a majority of the
students were of the same ethnic“or racial baékground as the teacher.
Of the 72 COP respondents, 55 (76%) were teaching classes in which a
majority of the students were of the same ethnic background as the -
teacher. Four (7%) were American Indian, 28 (51%) were Black, 9 (16%)
were of Sﬁhnish-Surname, and 14 (25%) were Other. Of the 44 non-COP
.. respondents, 22 (50%) were teaching classes in which a majority of the
students were of the same ethnic background as the teacher. One (5%)

was American Indian, 10 (45%) were Black, 3 (14%) were of Spanish-Surname,

g £
and 8 (36%) were Other. e :
. e
kil
‘ Table IV - 4
Teacher and Majority of Pupils of the Same Ethnic Background ﬁ?
American Black . Spanish nuOrienta] Other Total"-
Indian ’ Surnamed
cop 4 ) 28 9 0 14 55~
n=72 (7%) o (51%) (16%) (25%) (76%)
=Non-COP 1 10 3 0 8 22
*n=44 (5%) (45%) (14%) (36%)  (50%)
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Education

We have already seen the fields in which COP graduates worked‘
(Table IIT - 1). Here we examine their areas of specialization in
college, as well as that of the non-COP trained teachers. The 70
COP teachers (84%) who specialized in Elementary Education were
clearly the majqrity. Eight (10%) specialized in Secondary Education
making it the séiond largest group» while three (4%) majored in
Special Education and one (1%) in Geology.
ﬂ Forty:two non-COP teachers (78%) specialized in E]ement?fy

Education, which accounted for a substantial majority of both non-COP

as well as COP teachers. Secondary Education was the second most

popular area for both groups. The four non-COP respondents (7%) in
, Special Education parralleled the COP teachers third largest area of
speciaiization. °
Table IV - 5
Areas of College Specialization of CQE and Non-COP teachers
COP % of Total Non-COP % of Total
n=83 n=54
Elementary Education 70 . 84 42 78
Secondary Education 8 10 6 11
Guidance and Counseling 1 1 0 -0
Special Education 3 4 4 7
Other--
Sociology | 0 0 1 ' 2 ﬁ/
Home Economics (Child :
Development) 0 0 1 2
Geology 1 5 0 0
Q . ‘ ’ » -

; ‘ ° (Y] o . _a




-67-

Of thé 60 COP respohses pertaining to grade point average, the mean
was 3.2. The 51 responses poncernihg grade point average in Educational
Methods indicate an average of 3.3. Of the 55 non-COP responses pertain-

ing to grade point éverage, the nmean was 3.0. The fifty responses con-

cerning grade point average in Educational Methods indicate a mean of 3.4.

-

Table IV - 6

Grade Point Averages af COP and Non-COP Teachers

Grade Point - Grade Point Average

Average, Overall . in Edqcationa] Methods

n=60 n=51

cop .3.2 3.3

: n=55 N n=50

Non-COP 3.0 3.4

s

5A'Student teaching grades were awarded on a variety of bases at

the various colleges and universities (a-4.0 scale, Pass/Fail, competency
assessments). Overall, the same similarity of grades between COP and
non-COP graduates held true for grades in student teaching. .

Table IV - 7

Student Teaching Grade of COP and Non-COP Teachers

A B Pass Satisfactory . OtEer Passing Grade
cop 38 13 : 15 4 : 8
n=78 (49%)  (17%) (19%) (5%) (10%)
* ¢
Non-COP . 27 11 9 0 | 6
ns63  \(51%)  (21%) (17%) (11%)

76




¥
 While the grades of two gyroups were essentially the same, the

. e A . e . .
COP graduates were s1gn1f1cant1x more satisfied with their college

)
.program than were the non-COP grapuates.
)

| “

L] W
\

Tab]ex}V -8 Yy
b
Feelings of Adequacy Reg@rding College Training
Adeqkate Not Adequate i
coP 80 ' | g
n=88 (91%)s » (9%)
. | N

Non- COP 2. % - T
n=59 %) ) (29%)

L]

Both in terms of their stated desires and the activities to date,
the COP teachers appear to be more interested, than the non-COP teachers

o
in pursuing a post-baccalaureate education.

Table IV - 9
- \
Post-Baccalaureate Education ;
Enrolled in Graduate Program . P]an.on/Pursuing
Master's Degree
~ - Yes No . Yes No
n=52 -
cOP : 29 56 a 36 &
nZ85 -~ (34%) ~ (66%) ' (88%) (12%)
] ~ n=40
Non-COP 16 44 31 9
~ n=60 (27%) (73%) - (77%) (23%)

dJ

~
ol {

/
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In sum, the group ovaOﬁ-trained teachers compared with thé non;COP
traiﬁed teachers included slightly more males (29% vs. 23%), were signi-
ficantly older (mean age of 36 and 26, respective]y); and more likely
to be Black (52% and 26%. respectively).

In terms of their experience in their respective tedcher education
programs, both the COP and non-COP trained teachers performed at about
the same level as measured by grgdes. -Both Qroups were predominantly iq
Elementary Education (84% and 78%, respectively). The COP-trained teachers

- were more satisfied with their preparation (91% compared'with 71%) and more
1ikely to have already enrolled in or b]anned to pursue a Masters Jegree.
Attitudes

. The Gordon Personal Profile and Personal Iﬁventonx

v
Information on the attitudes of the two groups, the COP and non-COP

y use of two:’

trained teachers, was gathered, measyred and compared ZRroug .

sets of instruments, the Gordon Personal Profile a

and the Minnesota Teacher“Attitude Inventory. The two Gordop jnstruments

Personal Inventory

‘Build individual and group profiles by measuring eight separate qualities
be]ieved-re]eQanf'to teacher penfofmance and which are susceptible to
quantification. Table IV - 10 presents the scores of the COP and non-COP
trained teachers on these eight sca]gs; the deécribtion of the'qua11ty

measured is excerpted from the test handbook.

7o
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enjoy taking chances score low on this scale.

-70- '

Table IV - 10

Gordon Personal Inventory and Personal Profile: Eight Scales

Scale One: C(Cautiousness (C) - Individuals who are highly cautious, who
consi;;:’ﬁgpférs very carefully before.making decisions, and do not like
to take chances or run risks, score high on this scale. Those who are
impulsive, act on the spur of the moment, make hurried decisions and

3

COP (n=93) - Non-COP (n=67)
X SD X SD
1 28.99 7.50 : 27.94 5.75

b4

Scale Two: Original Thinking (0) - High scoring individuals like to work
on difficult problems, are inteldectually curious, enjoy thought provoking
questions and discussions, and like to think about new ideas. Low scoring

~ individuals dislike working on difficult or complicated problems, do not

care about acgairing knowledge, and are not interested in thought provoking
questions or discussions.

COP (n=93) / Non-COP (n=63)
X SD X SD
28.21 7.05 24.84 5.60

¥

Scale Three: Personal Relations (P) - High scores are made by those individuals
who have great faith and trust in people, and are tolerant, patient, and
understanding. Low scores reflect a lack of trust or confidence in people,

and a tendency to be critical of others and to become annoyed or irritated

by what others do.

COP (n=93) Non-COP (n=67)
‘ X SD , X SD

28.46 6.69 26.82 5.45

[
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~

Scale Four: Vigor (V) - High scores on this scale- characterize 1ndividqp1s
who are able to accomplish more than the average person.. Low scores are
associated with low vitality or energy level, a preference for setting a
slow pace, and a tendency to tire easily and be below average in terms of
sheer output or productivity.

\ COP {n=93) Non-COP (n=67)
X  sD X D
1 27.32 6.60 : 24.94 5.77

Scale Five: Ascendancy (A) - Those individuals who are verbally ascendent
in relationships with others, and who tend to make independent decisions,
score ‘high on this scale. Those who play a passive role in the group, who
listen rather than talk, who lack self-confidence, who let others take the
lead, and who tend to be overly dependent on others for advice, normally
make low scores.

COP (n=99) Non-COP (n=67)
X SD X SD
23.59  6.32 20.10° 5.24

Scale Six: Reéponsibi]ity (R) - Individuals who are able to stick to any job
assigned them, who are persevarigg and determined, and who can be relied on,

score high on this scale. Individuals who are unable to stfck to tasks that

do not interest them, and tend to be flightly or irresponsible, usually make

low scores.

COP (n=99) Non-COP (n=67)
X SD X SD
29.04 5.70 _27.57  5.12

L 4

Scale Seven: Emotional Stability (E) - High scores on this scale are generally
made by individuals who are well-balanced, emotionally stable, and relatively
free from anxieties and nervous tensjon. Low scores are associated with
excessive anxiety, hypersensitivity, nervousness, and low frustration tolerance.
Generally, a very low score reflects poor emotional balance. .

cop (n=99) ~ Non-COP (n=67)
X  SD ' X SD
26.96  6.69 25.12 4,66

U .
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Scale Eight: Sociability (S) - High scores are made by individuals

who 1ike to be with and work with peopTe, and who are gregarious and
sociable. Low scores reflect a lack of gregariousness, a general
restriction in social contacts; and, in the extreme, an actual
avoidance of social relationships.’

COP (n=99) - Non-COP (n=67) ,
X SD : X SD
22.19  5.63 19.95 6.1
A

v
A comparative statistical analysis of the eight indices indicates
that in all cases the COP respondents had.a higher mean score than the

non-COP respbndents

-~

4

On the sca]es for Caut1ousness Persona] Relations, Responsibi]itx,

and Emot1ona1 Stability, no significant differences were found between

the mean scores of the two groupé; however,,on the sca]es for Original

&

‘Thinking, Vigor, Ascendancy, and Sociability $ignificant. differences

3

d{d appear.

The tab]e??e1ow indicates the F ratios obtained for each of the

scales.
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Table IV - 11

Gordon Personal Inventory and Personal Profile: F Ratio

coP | Non-COP
Scale =, - X S0 on X SO n | F Ratio
Caut iousness 28.99 '7.50 93 | 27.94 5.75 67 .70
Original Thinking 28.21 7.05 93 | 24.84 5.60 67 | 10.63**
- Personal Relations 28.46 6.69 93 | 26.82 5.45 67 | 2.1
: Vigor 27.32 6.60 93 | 24.94 5.77 67 | 5.62%*
Ascendancy 23.59 6.32 99 | 20.10 5.24 67 | 13.9%*
~ Responsibility 29.04 5.70 99 | 27.57 5.12 67 | .81
" Emotional Stability 26.96 6.69 99 | 25.12 4.66 67 | 1.57
. Sociability . 22.19 6.63 99 | 19.95 6.T1 67 | 4.83%*
* > .05

AN
A fhe significance of these differences is seen as a result of further
‘statistical analysis. |
Table IV - 12
Gordon Personal Inventory and Personal Profile: °

Critical Ratio Table of Differences in Mean
Scores on Four Scales of Personal Characteristics

cop . . Non-COP
- ' . . Critical
- Scale X SD n df X SO n df Ratio
Original Thinking [ 28.21 7.05 93 92 | 24.84 5.60 67 66 3.37 .05
Vigor 27.32  6.60 93 92 | 24.94 5.77 67 66 2.38 .05
Ascéhdancy 23.59 6.32 99 98 | 20.10 5.23 67 - 66 3.49 .05
Sociability 22.19 6.63 99 98 | 19.95 ’6.11 67 66 2.24 .05

82
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The Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory

P 8

Data ana1ysis of the responses of COP trained, eacners and non-COP

trained teachers to the Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory (MIAI)

5

indicated that no statistica]]y significant differences existed in the

-

'mean scores obtained by both groups.
o The fo]]ow1ng tab]es portray the responsesﬂby the two groups
Inasmuch- as the MTAI js an attitude survey, there are no str1ct1y 'right" .y
or. wrong answers. There.are, rather indications of agreement and disagree-

ment with specific att1tude statements. In order to avoid a change in

accéﬁ&ed terminology, however, in the fo]]ow1ng tables we ‘have asslgneg/zhe more /

commonJy used labels "right"-and "wrong" to descr1be reacEJonS/to the 150

. ) o i ]
statements wh1ch compr1sef§9e survey While ng/impTication of correctness or in-

correctness of answers is 1ntended we do assume that a teacher ranking at.
the high end of . the sca]e shou1u be ab]e to maintain a state of harmonious

' re]at1ons character1zed by mutua] affection and sympathet1c understand1ng

, with his or herwgupﬁlsu o \ S

At the other’extreme'of the.égéle‘%s the teacher who attempts toudominate
the c]assroom. He_or shggmav‘be Successfu1,and_ru1e wifh an iron hand,

ereating an atmosohere of tension fear and submission' or he/she-may

be unsuccessful and become nervous, fearfu1 and d1straught in a classroom’

character1zed by frustratTon, rest]essness, Tnattent1on, lack of respect

and numerous d1sc1p11nary probTems T fg} j

S oa

- £y
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\ Table IV - 13

"Right" Scores on the MTAI, Form A

Group N X s.D.
cop o c107 82.75 16.63
Non-COP - 71 - 8019 18.65

t=0.9557 F=0.9134 N.S.

Table IV - 14

JWrong” Scores on the MTAI, Form A

Group N X S.D..

coP ' 107 " 53.99 | T8.51

’ Non- COP 71 55.66 < 19.89
. £=0.5723 F=0.3276 N.S.

The "wrongs" score is subtracted from the "right" score to obtain an attitude

scare. B ' .
Table IV - 15
. Attitude Scores on the MTAI, Form A
T Grolp - N X S.D.
cop ' © 107 30.62 33.94

" Non-COP 71 27.74  36.24

£=0.5312  F=0.2822 N.S.

Although the mean scores are not statistically significant, the COP-

trained teachers, on an average, scored higher than non-COP trained

| ¥

teachers in their positive attitude towardshteaching.
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. " Axis 2 - The Process ‘ .
R . 4 ‘;\_/ [l I
Classroom observation was one of the means used to ascertain the
efficacy of teacher performance. A1l of the COP trained teachers ahd,
when available, their non-COP trained counterparts Were observed on two

occasions for a duration of at least forty minutes éach.visit. ‘In some

cases, as a result of unexpected scheduling changes, return visits were ‘

necessary, thereby adding up to a total observation time of
three to four hours over the course of the academic year.
Two measurement instruments were used: (1) Ryans Classroom ‘9

1

Observation Record' and (2) the Flanders Interactioh Coding Scheme

- devéloped by Ned A. Flanders and Paul S. Amidon. (Samples of both
may be found in Appendix 4). '
On a trial basis, the pbservers visited six classrooms to use the Ryans

Record in both rural and urban school settings. Although these obsérvations
X .

were made simultaneously, the observers recorded their reactions independent1y :

to ascertain the degree of inter-rater reliability. .It was found that, after
an initial comparison of records, the raters wérg in agreement in 85% of the
cases, thus increasing the probability that a relatively high degree of‘
-uniformity could be expected and individual rater bias could be minimized.

As a ﬁyrther safequard, another observer, trained with the original gr‘ou'p,l

>

]This Classroom Observation Record is an abbreviated version of the multi-item
scale developed by Professor David Ryans for his landmark study of teacher
characteristics in the early 1950's. L ‘

v

’

85
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but unaware of the subjects' background, accompanied each of the
- bbservers to a site. Again, both observers visited the classroom fohether and then

Y. . :
compared records. In these cases, inter-rater reliability varied in a 80-95% range.

Ryans Classroom dbservation Récord TN

a

An- analysis of data provided by Ryans Classroom Observation

Record indicates that, when factor analyzed, the items can be grouped

as follows: ’ coe
nFaétor X = Understanding, Friendly vs. Aloof, Egocentrié : B

Factor Y = Re§ponsive, Systematic vsj‘Evading, Unresponsive

Factor Z-= Stimu]aiing,,lmaginative vs. Dull, Moribund 3

On all three Factors, the scores of the COP-trained teachers
were higher than those of ,the non-COP trained, and the differences,

although small, were statistically significant. .

//. Table IV - 16

Ryans Classroom Observation Record, Factors X, Y, and Z

Factor X

1=

{><
(72}

o

- cop 98 29.94 4.66
Non-COP 88 27.81 ' 5.35
(df = 184) t=2.9 >0.1

86
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Factor ¥
( ; N | . X SD
cop 98 © 29.40 5.21
Ndﬁlcop 88 27.65 \£§742
(df = 129) - t =224 7.0
7 * Factor Z ’
N | X s
cop 7 98 - 11.49 2.15
Non- COP - ©- 88 | 10.49 & 2.42
(df = 129) | t =798 .01

-

A further analysis of the scores when differentiated by sex of
respondents indicated that COP-trained teachers of both sexes had higher
mean scores than_did the—ﬁpn-COP‘trained male and female teachers on all
thfee variables (Factors X, Y, Z) and, although no statistically signifi-
cant difference was estab]ished,between males, the difference was statis-
tica]]y significant for females. |

Flanders Interaction Analysis Categories

As the name indicates, Flanders' instrument orovides a means to
analyze the intefaction between teather and itudent in the classroom.

A coding sheet is used-which employs ten categor{es of teacher-student

-~. verbal interaction.

y . -1

{
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| /
The ten categories are: ) . -

!

Acceptance or clarifies feelings Total
Praises or encourages Teacher Response Teacher
Accepts or use ideas of student , Talk
Asks questions
Lectures .
Gives directions , - Teacher Initiated’ .
Criticizes or justifies authority — .

Student response to a teacher contact Total
which structures or limits the situation : Student
Student-initiated conversation J ‘ Talk

. Silence or confusion = —

f ——— )

= ;"_,f'

-

oW O~NOUHWRN—

—

All c]assrooms,.COP and non-COP, were visited twice. Because
teacher-student interaction ts only a part of classroom activities, in
order to obtain a total of forty minutes of verbal interaction for coding,
frequent]y the time spént in the classroom exceeded tﬁoahours. Data were
analyzed separately for each category and then by groupings of categories
(1-3, 5-7, 1-7, 8-9 in abové sketch), for each visit and then as a total.

,k The statistical method used to analyze the "tallies" recorded for

-

the ten categories of teacher/student interaction .on the Flanders scale
was to treat the data as a frequency distribution, a simple tabulation of ]
quantitative data by category. The "count" for each category was than
converted into a percentage of time spend in activities associated with
each category2 and these percentages were then rgnk-ordered to identify

the médian of the rank ordered distribution., The data were then analyzed

using a Median Test (Chi Square Test of Independence). This presumes that

2The observers were trained to Yecord a "tally" every three seconds. The
completed tally sheets are fairly uniform as to their length as determined
, by the total number of tallies or checkmarks. Since the time spent recording
: by the observer was similarly uniform, it may be assumed that there was
consistency in intervals between "tallies." This is an 1mportant consideration
because it provides support for the validity of the conversion approach and

bolsters the assumpt1on that the percentages are a fairly accurate reflection

of time spent. f

o 88 ’
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while the amount of time spent in‘any given éategory may vary from teacher
to teacher, the ratio of COP-trained and non-COP trained teachers above
and below the‘Median should be aboutsthe same. If the ratio is not the
same, this teszindicates the probabi]ity'of this difference being

" attritutable to chance. | "

A1tﬁough the two terms are ordinarily not used.in%erchangeab1y, a

@

frequency distribution is in effect a crossbreak.3 A crossbreak occurs

when data in a simple frequency distribution are subjected to more de- “
tailed, secondary analysis involving camparisons of different variEb]es.
These variables are juxtappsed so that relations among the variables may

be -studied.

The variables were: (1) Total Teacher Talk, representing ‘the portion

of time spent by the teacher in verbal communication, whether teacher
initiated or in response to students, out of the total time of codable

c]assrdom observation. (2) Teachdr-Initiated Talk only, (3) Responsive

Teacher Talk to pupi1s, and (4)“Student Talk, whether student-initiated
or in response to the teacher. Of the 197 teachers observed, 113 (58%)

were COP-trained teachers, while 84 (42%) were non-COP trained teachers.

3As Isaac and Michael (Handbook in Research and Evaluation, Robert R. Knapp,
San Diego, California, 1971) points out, the crossbreak is one of the most
useful graphic displays in data analysis. It can be used with nearly any

kind of data and has the graphic power of pointing up similarities and diff-
erences in sharp contrast.. ond its purposes is: (1) facilitating the study
and analysis of relations by arranging data into tabular frequencies which
clearly display trends and patterns in the relationship, (2) offering the
opportunity to‘study and test a relationship between two variables while con-
tro1ling for the effect of a third variable thus unmasking "spurious” relation-
ships and (3) clarifying research problems during the problem formulation
phase of research. Fred N. Kerlinger Foundations of Behavioral Research '
(Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1964, pp. 625-649) and J.P. Guilford,
Fundamental Statistics in Psychology and Evaluation (McGrak-Hill, 1965,.

pp. 333-338) also sustain this point. .

89
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During the first visitation, the median percentage of time for

Total Téachér Talk (variable number 1)4 for a combined group of COP- -
. trained and non-COP trained teachers was .359 with.a range of .189 to

.722. Si;ce .359 represents the median dr the point that 50 percent
} of thevteache;s are above and 50 percent below, it could be expected

that both COP - and non-COP trained teachers would be evenly distributed

in the rankings. (As the rank order of these four variables represents

an ascendancy, rankings ggg!gﬂthe median indicate more time spent at any

of the four activities.)- | '

Table IV - 17

Differences Between COP and Non-COP Teacﬁers
~for Variable Number 1 (Visit 1)

‘Non-%OP ' cop Total -
Below Median 43 k51%74’ . 55 (49%) 100
Above Median 41 (48%) - 58 (51%) . 97
Cdfi=1 X2 = 0.042 (NS) n=197

The rank order indicates that 55, (49%) of the COP-trainéH teachers fell
below the median while 58 (51%) were above it. Furthermore, the rank
‘order also indicated that the non-COP trained teachers were equally dis-
tributed above and below the median. A chi square test revealed no
'significant difference in the amount of time spent in. total teacher talk

by the COP-trained and non-COP trained teachers.

.4This variable included categories 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 of the Flanders
Scale (a copy of this ten category scale is in Appendix 4).

30
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During the fikst visitation, the median peréentage of fime for Teachér-

Initiated Talk (variable number 2)5 for fhe combined group of COP-trained

and non-COP trained teachers was .261, with a Téﬂgé of -.056 t& .632.
Table IV - 18 |

Differences Between COP and Non-COP Teachers
for Variable Number 2 (Visit 1) /-
N\

!

Non- COP coP Tota]
Below Median 37 (44%) 63 (55%) 100
Above Median 47 (56%) 50 (44%) | 97
df = 1 X2 = 2.193 (NS) ~ n=197

The rank order 1qgicates that 63 (55%) of the 113 COP-trained teachers
fell below the median and 50 (44%) were above the median. An %%aminatiqn
of the rank order of the non-COP trained teachers indicated that 37 (44%)
were below the median and 47 (56%) were above it. Although a chi square
analysis indicates no significant differences 1; the characteristic of
Teacher-Initiated Talk on the part of COP-trained and non-COP trained
teachers, a higher percentage of the non-COP trained teachers tended to
become more involved in Teacher-Initiated Talk than did. their COP?xrained\

counterparts.

5Thisvariab]e included categories 5, 6, and 7 on the Flanders Scale.

91
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During the first visitation, the median percentage of time found for
Responsive Teacher Talk (variable number 3)6 Was .152, with a range
of .013 to .035.

Table IV - 19 .

Differences Between COP and an-COP Teachers
for Variable Number 3 (Visit 1)

Non-COP ' cop 3 Total
Below Median . 50 (59%) 50 (44%) 100
Above Median 34 (40%) 63 (55%) 97
df = 1 . X2 = 3.908 <048 n=197
< )

The rank order- indicates that 50 (44%) of the COP trained teachers were
below the median, while 63 (55%) were above the median. In the case of
non-COP trained teachers, 50.(59%) were below the median, while the
‘remaining 34 (40%) were above it. A median test for significant diff-
erences indicates no statistically significant differences between the
two groups.

During the first visitation, the medican percentage of time found

for Student Talk (variable number 4)7 was .314, with a range of .127 to

N

.722
Table IV - 20
Differences Between COP and Non-COP Teachers
T for Variable Number 4 (Visit 1)
_Non-COP o COP Total
Below Median 45 (53%3 "~ 53 (46%) 98
Above Median ,, [39 (46%) 60 (53%) 99
df = 1 " x2 = 0.611 n=197

‘ .
6This variable included categories 1, 2, and 3 above.

7This variable included categories 8 and 9, above. 5)239~

B
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The rank order indicates that 53 (46%) of the COP-trained teachers
were below the median while 60 (53%) were above the median. In the
case of non-COP trained teachers, 45 (53%) were below the median,
while the remaining 39 (46%) were above it. A median test for
significant .differences indicated that there was no statistically .
significant difference between the two groups. .

Oﬁglhundred and eighty-tﬁo (182) teachers were observed during
the second round of visitations. Of this .number, 103 (56%) were COP-
tﬁained‘teachers, while 79 (44%) were‘hon-COP trained teachers. During
this second visitation, the median percentage of time for Tota]kTeacher
T31k (varia le number‘1) was .359, with a range of .695 to .65\:

" Table IV - 21

Differences Between COP and Non-COP Teachers
for Variable Number 1 (Visit 2)

Non-COP cop . Total
Below Median 3% (43%) 57 (55%) 91
Above Median |45 (57%) » 46 (44%) 9]

df = 1 X2 = 2:¢4 (NS) n=182

The rank order indicates that 57 (55%) of the COP-traimed teachers were
below the median, while 46 (44%) were abovg the median. In the case of
non-COP trained teachers, 34 (hB%) of the nan-COP trained teachers were
below the median while 45 (57%) were above it. A median test for sign-

ificance of the difference indicated that there was none.

'\ :
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During the same visitation, the median percentage of *time for Teacher
yInitiated Talk (variable number 2) was .245, with a rangé of .075 to

.731. It was found that a total of 56 (54%) of the COP-trained teachers .

were below the median, while 47 (45%) were. above the medjan. In the case .

of noq—COP trained teachers, 36 (46%) were below the median, while 43
(54%) were above it. A median test for significant differences indicated
the difference between‘thé median. scores bf the two groups was not
statistically significand.

Table IV - 22

Differences Between COP and Non-COP Teachers
for Variable Number 2 (Visit 2)

. Non-COP cop Total
Below Median ,56 (46%) 56 (54%) 92
Above Median 43 (54%) ' 47(45%) 90

df = 1 X2 = 1.06 (NS) n=182

Dutfing the second visié%tion, it was found that the median percentage
of time for the third variable, Responsive Teachér Talk, was .195, with |
a range of .011 to .607.

. Fifty-three (42%) of the COP-trained teachers were below the median, while’
the remaining 60 (48%) weré above the median. In the case of the non-COP
teachers 49.(62%) were below the median, while 30 (38%) were above it.

A median test on the differences indicated that the difference was statis-

tically significant.
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Table IV - 23 -

Differences Between COP and Non-COP Teachers
for Variable Number 3 (Visit 2) ’

"Non-COP - coP - Total
Below Median [ 49 (62%) 43 (42%) 92
Above Median - | 30 (38%) 60 (58%) 90
o df = | x2 = 6.566 .01  n=182

v

During the second visitation, the median percentage of time for Student -
» " .

Talk (variable number 4) was .305, with a range of .042 to 651, It was_

found that 53 (51%) of the COP-trained teachers were below the median,"

’

' while 50 (48%) were above it. .
In the case of non-COP trained teachers, 39 (49%) df\the teachers were
below the median, while the remaining 40 teachers (50%) were above the
median. A median«&ést for statistical gignificénce indicated no stat-

istically significant differences between the two groups.

-

‘Table IV - 24

Differences Between COP and Non-COP Teachers
for Variable Number 4 (Visit 2)

/ Non-COP cop Total
_ Below Median ‘ 39 (49%) 53 (51%) 92
Above Median | 40 (50%) 50 (48%) 90
df = 1 | © x%=0.017 (NS)  n=182

‘The following table indicates the difference between the medians of
7

the two groups for‘the four variables for both visits.
- -
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*Numbers in the parentheses indicate the range

) ) ) . e Table IV - 25 s .
: . Differences Between COP and Non-COP Teachers ﬁ@1.<m1mchm 1-4, Bdth Visits
v » . COP N=113, visit 1 MEDIAN* Non-COP N=84, visit 1
. ] N=103, visit 2 . . N=79, visit 2 X
Variable . { -
. #Above - #Below 4 w>uo<m #Below
Median Median . Median . Median
Co ‘ 1 58 (51%) 55 (49%) -| .359(.189-,722) | 41 (48%) 43 (51%)
1. Total Teacher Talk R . .
. ¥ L2 46 (44%) 57 (55%) -1 ~.359(.095-.651)] &5 (57%) 34 (43%)
L _ . 1 50 (44%) 63 (55%) | .261(.056-.632) [ 47 (56%) 37 (44%)
2. -Teacher Initiated 0 . ) c A
Talk 2 47 (45%) 56 (54%) .245(.075-.731) [ 43 (54%) 36 (46%)
A 63 (55%) 50 (44%) | . 182(.013-.135) ] 34 (40%) 50 (59%)
3. Responsive |
Teacher Talk 2 60 (58%) 43 (42%) .Gmﬁ.o:w.mod 30 (38%) 49 (62%) *0.1
1 60 waw 53 {46%) | .314(.127-.722) | 39 (46%) 45 (53%) IR
4. Student Talk . N .
S 2 50 (48%) 53 (5]%) .womA.o»N-.mm4q 40 (50%) 39 {49%) »

"

IC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E
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~ A more defai1gd category by category analysis of tHe ten categories on

the Flanders,lnteraction Scale indicates that obvious differences do exist

when the cﬁ%ss-tabu]at%ons for each -category are reviewed.

| . " Table IV - 26
¢ ‘ Cross-tabulations for Categories 1-10 of -
The Fjanders Interaction Analysis Categoriés, Both Visits
Category coP _ Non-COP
o ' N=T13 Visit 1, N=84 Visit 1
N=105 Visit 2 - N=79 Visit 2
| Above | Below Above | Below
Median | Median Median | Median
. " ViSit . . ) i
1. Atcepts Feeling 1 |38(34) | 75(66) 0.01 28(33) 56(2])
: | 2 |30(29) | 73(70) '0.55  |28(35) | 51(68)
2. Praises/Encourages| 1 |[69(61) | 44(39) 11.39%*- {30(36) | 54(64)
) 2 |'53(51) | 50(48) 5.52** | 26(33) | 53(67)
3. Accepts Students' | 1 |55(48) | 58(51) 0.28 45(54) | 39(46)
Ideas 2 F52(50) | 51(50) 0.0 39(49) | 40(51)
4. Asks Questions 1 |58(51) | 55(48) 0.0 1 44(52) | 40(47)
2 | 44{43) | 59(57)  5.2* 48(60) | 31(39)
5. Lectures 1 | 51(45) | 62(55) 2.85 49(58) | 35(41).
. 2 | 50(48) | 53(52) ~ 0.002 39(49) | 40(50)
6. Gives Directions 1+ |'58(51) | 55(48) 0.04 41(48) | 43(51)
“ | 2 |50(48) | 53(52) 0.22 - |42(53) | 37(46)
7. Teacher Critici- 1 |51(45) | 62(54) 2.32 48(57) | 36(42) .
zing Student 2 | 45(44) | '58(56)  3.86* 47(69) | 32(40)
8. -Student Talk 1 |58(51) | 55(48) ° 0.04  [a41(48) | 43(51)
(Response) 2 |48(45) | 52(54) . | 45(57) |\-34(43)
& .
9. Student Talk 1 |63(55) | 50(44) 2.19 ~ [.37(44) |/47(56)
© (Initiation) 2 |58(55) | 47(44) 33(41) |/ 46(58)
10,, Silence - , 1 49542) 64(57)  3.74* 49(58r/ 35(41)
3 ' 2 | 49(45) | 56(53) - _ | 43(54) | 36(45)
) : *Numbers in Parentheses are Percentages S
Significance b .« e
* .05 -
w0l 97
s . a M \ .
] v v ]




‘reflect the number of scores above or below zero.
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The data in Table IV - 26 present§ some interesting patterns whichm
merit further comment. The first comment iskre]ated to category 1 - \
Accepts Feelings. At first glance, the reader>might cpnc]dde that there
is an error in the-table since when crose-tabu]ated, the sum of the values
below the median does not represent fiftyApercent of Fhe scores as should
be expected in a'%wdian test." These data are exceptions to the rest ot

the table for the true median score is 0.00. Since a score of zero remains

up until the sixtieth percentile, one cahnot determine a true median without

-carrying out tabulations to additional places of significance.- This action

would imply a degree of precision not really present so the ta]]tes'really ‘

~ .
3

. The next patﬁern of interest deals with identification of significant

differences favoring the COP teacher. ~ According to the data in categdries

! ¥

2 and 9,in COP classrooms more of the total class. t1me 1s spent 1n Student

Initiated Talk (55% COP - 44% Non- COP) and . s1m1]ar]y, more of the teacher

talk is - spent in praise and encouragement of student talk @B]% COoP,

- 31% non-COP). The reader is reminded that this is the type of classroom ~

env1rbnment purported to be associated with good teach1ng
A third pattern of 1nterest also deals more favorably w1th the cop
teachers' c]assrooms According to the data for Categories 4,5, and 7,
/

non-COP teachers are more ]1ke1y to spend a greater. proport1on of time

askingrquestions likely to)e]icit short-one word responses, as opposed to

’
.

» -
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a greater amount of Student Talk in the COP-trained teachers' classrooms-, v
1
as reported in category 9 During the first visit, more time was spent

in 1ecture cr1t1c1z1ng student behav1or and m6re time spent in silence .

or confusion. Again, all these differences indicate a pattern in favor

’ . ~

of the COPJteacher and ip a manner ‘purported to be related to good,teaching.

Principal Questionnaire ' p L ° -

The third instrument used to assess the process was a forty-item .
t 4
- ’ -
questionnaire, developed by the New Careers Trainipy Laboratory staff.
Consisting of a Visting of personal traits and attributes along with !

work habits and achievement goa]s,'the”questionnaire provides the basis
: rs ’ .

for e comparison by building principais .or other supervisory personnel of

‘5.
_ the performance of COP and non-COP trained teachers on the one hand, and ' ,x%,

)

that of other previously assessed first year teaghers on the other.8
. After collecting the 184 completed-instruments, but prior to scoring

them, the instrument was factor analyzed.?

.~

M|

h

? ‘ . ) :
8The questionnaire was based)in part the findings of Luther E. Bradfield,

. Supervisor for Modern Elemenflary Schools (Boston: Charles E. Merril Books,

Inc., 1964) and John McNeil, iSupervisor: A Synthesis of Thought and Action
(New York: McGraw-Hill Book {Company, Inc., 1962). Consultations were also
held with faculty of educatiopal administration at Queens College, St. John's
Un1vers1ty, and the University of Rhode Island, and with pr1nc1pals and
supervisors in Providenge and|New York City.

SFactor ana]ysis is a method flor determining the number and nature of the
“uhderlying variables among la

e.numbers of measures: In a sense, factor

analysis serves the cause of sgientific parsimony. Thus, if two sets 03 N
jtems measure the same thing, {the scores obtained from them can be adde

together; if, on the other hapd, the two sets do not measure the same -
thing, they cannot be summated; Factor(ana]ys1s tells us which items can

be "clustered" and studied together and, conversely, which items must be
studied separately.

S

gl | -
/99 \ ‘ .
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Three major clusters were identified and arbitrarily labled: -
Factor One - Genera]Teaching‘gharacteristics; FactorFTwo - |
Attitudinal Responses Toward Referent Groups; Factor 'Three -

W

Leadership Skills.

Table 1y - 27 ) S/
v Factor Loadings on the Principal Instrument - ) Z?*

Item Factor 1 Factor 2 7F%Ftor 3

.74551

. 65870 .

.73277

.75556 .

.69584,

.71400 \

.67871 i

; 57583 ‘
.44469 _

10 - .64128 .
11 - - .71520
12 .52919
15 .70157
16. 76111
17 .80740
18 : .8063g J
19 . .638 .
20 .62810
21 .65019 .
22 - .67223 4
23 .59445 oo
24 .75413 . ,
25 60625 ' .
26 .49162 |
27 .65763 - .
28 .76957 7 g .
29 .76411 :
30 .64945
31 .66488
32 4 .57646
33 : ‘ .73508 )
34 ' .49416 : -
35 .. .54726 ‘
36 \ .51485, v ,
37 .60247 »

38 .62669 , ' %
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The instrument was then rescored on the basis«of these c]usters

of items and the resu]ts are. reported in Tables IV - 28 through 30.

Tab]e Iv - 28 . ¢
/ .
Principal Assessment: Factor One
\ {General Teaching Characteristics)
X ‘SD N
Non-COP .  59.1139 15.5390 79 | ,
CoP | 67.6306 ~ 15.4195 11
R . - F=13.990
Vd o “ . L
r ‘ Table IV - 29 ) N
[ Pr1nc1pa1 . Assessment: Factor Two
(Attitudinal Response Towards Referent Groups)'
X SD N
_ Non-COP 39. 2785 1 10.4194 79
cop 43.4775 9.4069 111 . , .
’ F = 8.404
Table IV - 30
/) Principal Assessment: Factor.Three
. (Leadership Skills) ‘
) X sD N
Non-COP 7,258 2.1689 79
- COP . 8.5135 2.4154 111
s i 3 | F = 13:664
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I addition, the instrument was scored overa]],‘independenf;of
the factor loadings. This scoring inc]udeg all items including those N\
without a factor laoding associated with the three main factors. Here

there was a difference in the means of 13 points, -This was significant

at the .01 level of confidence. ‘ ; . !
© N . ' . ‘
Table IV - 31.
\ Principal Assessment: Overall Scokq
- X sD N .

Non-COP - 101.0253 26.1240 79

cop ' 114.1441 23.9731 m ‘ U

| . . 0 F=12.823 > .01°

Axis 3 - The Product '

Piers-Harris Self-Concept Scale (\
The Piers-Harris Self-Concept Scale is an eighty item instrument
whichbcéh be administered in a gfoup manner. It requires approximately

-~

a, third grade reading ability and with the exception\gf a few items

whose vocabularly is dated or more common to cultural groups o%her tHhn
those jp this study, it was an. instrument which could be adﬁ%nistered with
a minimum 6f difficulty. When the 1 l%f&ent was under development, it
was analyzed to determine if sex or grade‘]eve] B]acemenJ were relatdd to
any systematic differences in the méans and standard deviations of the
scares. 'ane were reported and so it was considered appropriate. to pool
all of fhe’gata and perform the analysis entirely in terms of the type of

teacher in the classroom.

-

102
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‘Although the overall differences in the means of the two groups

- is;sma11, it does indicate that the chi]drgn‘in classrooms with COP-
trainéd teachers had a more positive ;é{f-cdncebt than ?gd the children
in the classrooms of the non-COP trained teachers. ‘The difference
was stétistjca11y significant at fhe .01 Tevel of confidencé.

. Table IV - 32 '

* 4 4

"~ Piers-Harris Self-+Concept Scale: Overall Score

i | X o SD SN
g ﬁLq-COP " 52.8538.  15.9686 756 ,
CoP 547673 12.8133 752 . . o
- . F Ratio = 6.585 |
' . . (Sig. at 0.01 l

In addition to analyzing the total score, the data were. also analyzed  «
in E;pms’gzzthe Six factors originally identified by the test constructors.
The six factors are: ’ ' )

I. Behavior - 1 do many.bad things (.66); I am obedient at home

4

" (-.64); 1 am often in trouble (.60); I think bad thoughts (.53);

I can be,trusted (-.53). -

1I.  Intellectual and School Status'- I am good in my schoolwork (-.66);

I?am smart (-.63); I am dumb about most things (.56); I am a good
reader (- 55) ’ I forget what .1 Tearn (.53).

- I11 Phy$1ca1 Appearance and Attributes - I am good 1ook1ng (-.74); 1

have a pleasant face (-.61); 1 have a bad figure (.56); I am K

/

d . strong (-.41); I am a leader in games and sports (.53).

. ) B
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e Iv. - Anxietx'- I c;y eas{ly (-.57)} I-worry$a lot (-.57); I am
5 _ often afraid (-QSS);  I get nervous whénqthe teacher calls on
" me (-.58)% 1 am nervous (-.49). ’
. V. Pogy]arftx - People-pick on me (-.62); I am among the last to be )
chosen for gémés (-.61); It is hard for me to méke friends : .
(-.56); 1 hJVe many friends (.55):\T feel left out of things (-.49).
VI. Happiness and Satisfaction - I am a happy (.65); I am unhappy .

(-.62); I like being the way I am (.60); I wish I were
different (-.57); I am cheerful (.42). '

. The analysis in %erms of these factors follows:

. 5%
. w"ﬁ .
&Y

Table IV --33 BAl - ' .
Piers-Harris: Factor 1 (Behagior)‘ :’
/ “ X ~SD N
Non-COP 11.5992 ¢ 5.5136 756 .

cop 11.5066 5.5856 752

* ¢ F =0.103 N.S.

Table IV - 34 ; :g (
Piers-Harris: Factor 2.(In§e11ectua1 and School Status
X SN
Non-COP 10.6257 5.3734. © 756 \ ’
- coP 10.5785 '5.3308 752
‘ F = 0.026 N.S.
- \ )
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Table IV - 35

Piers-Harris: Factor 3 (Physical Appearance and Attributes) -

X . SD N
Non~COP .. 6.653¢  3.7000 756
coP " 6.7074 3.7112 752
.. . F=.082 N.S.
Table IV - 36

Piers-Harris: Factor 4 (Anxiety)

| _ X ) N
Non~-COP " 7.0410 3.5639 ~ 756
P 7.0625. 3.6987 752 g
et | F =0.014 N.S.
‘ ¥ _ Table IV - 37
o . Piers-Harris: Factor 5 (Popularity)
. { X ' So N
_ Non-COP : 6u8¥7§k” 3.5498 756,
< cop | 6.7726 3.6286 752
‘ . F =0.058 N.S. ~
- L Table IV -. 38
Piers-Harris: Factor 6'(ﬂgpbiness and>Satisfaction) >
X . sp N
Non- GOP | 6.2222 2.9755 - 756
coP 6.1330 29548 . 752° ‘
' . WF=0.34

]
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A review of Tables IV - 33'through 38 indicates:that"whijé very

slight discrepencﬁes‘occur for each factor none of these differences,

£

when subjected to<ana1ys1s, 3ppears to be stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant

o

However, when the entire score is cons1dered the d1fference4/§/s11ght1y
.A1arger and the differences are stat1st1ca11y significant.  Thus, while
. thzze 1s no stat1st1ca11y s1gnif1cant d1fferenée in terms of the clusters

within the overa]] score,athere is a d1fference 1n the 0Vena11 scoreS

14

Cht1dren in the COP classrooms have aanore posit1ve self-concept as

reflected by the higher mean se]f—concepé sc?re.

Parent Questionnaire

3 S -

The Parent Questionnaire, a twenty item instrument, was developed

by the project staff at the New Careers Traininé Laboratory and field
tested, soViciting the responses of parents of school children in, Pro-
vidence, Rhode Island prior to final adoption and pub]ication.

The 20 items deal with activities and behaviors on the part of the

®

ch11d which are genera11y cons1dered as being positive in nature (e. g

"My child says nice things about h1s/her teacher," or ”My child 11kes to'
go to schoo]"). The project staff believed that it was important for
-parents to contribute to the findings. In.addition,,it was an obpbrtunity
to have some measure of children outside of the school settjng yet re-

flective of behaviors and attitudes touched upon at school.
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Since many of the parents d1d not speak Engaﬁsh the deed for
Span1sh editions of ‘the 1nstrument and support1ng=mater1a] was’ de

% g Y ”v(
term1ned for each site. In those cases when Spanish was_ the 9n]y .

4 ]anguaﬁe spoken in the home Spanish trans]at1ons of the items were S

? e

made availabie to the ‘parents. ‘ SR T \;ﬁ\
. &

-‘1“' The Parent Quest1ohna1re Mas factor analyzed pr1or to 1n1tia1

data ana]ys1$ The resu]ts generateo*three major factors with ]oad1ngs N

in excess-of 0.40. - / , ’ -'1 R ‘
/ : R | '
' - . . . S~
v 0' 4 ‘ ’ ‘
« B tab]e IV - 39 _
Factor Load1ngs of Parent Instrument
..‘P’, 0\ . . . - v . . . ﬂ +

Items ¢ ‘Factdr 1, Factor; 2 . - Factor: 3
1 Y © o .6p353 . L
2 CERE .55982 - -
3 v .66489 T o T - X
4 ol e o .74283 .
6 . ' > - .65741 . ' : .
7 . ' » .52874 - : -
8 ) g C _ .80263 .
10 - 45057 . '
13 . .49473"
14 .59043 J
18 -.42943 °
20 -.72156

I

The instruments were then rescored on the basis of these c]usters.
In addition, the entire insthument'was scored to yield a -total score in-
dependent of the score clusters. N "

.
/

.o | | ' ~ | t

P
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¢ The three major factors were 1abe11eds Factor One - 'Attitude
Towards School, Factor Tﬂ? - Att1tude Toward Actiyity. in the Classrogpm,

: and Factor Three - Attitude Toward Reading. The parents of children in
T the COP c]assrooms rated their children' s behav1or ktgher thepqth; pg:ents
of children in the non- COP c]assrodms for factors 1.and 2 For factor 3,
the reverse was true. In both sets of cgses, the d1fferences were
'signiticant et the .01 level of confidence.

* Table IV - 40 |

, Parent Quest1onna1re Factor One .
(Children's Attitude Towards School)

//(j b3 sD N-

... Non-COP’ 22.09 ~3.99 624
e oop 22,78 3.79 . 716
- ‘ T "t =3.24 >.0]
4 i S
o | o Table IV - 41

Parent Questionnaire: Factor Two *
Ch1yFren s Attitude Towards Activity in the C]assroom)

X SD N
Non-COP © 12,14 2.42 624
T cop . 252 2.37 716 | o
| SO i "t = 2.84 > .0
s Table IV - 42 oy
Parent Queétionnairet Factor Three - v -
(Children's™Attitude Toward Reading) TN
| I G CosD .- N ' o ’
\ Non-COP 8.58 - 2.46 624 -
| Gop 8.01 . 260 .76

' . S s "108" t = 4.09 > .01
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higher than the ch11dren in the non COP classrooms. The difference,

however was ‘hot stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant S f.
T L Taplelv-43 - '
&\‘“. h _ Parént_Questionnaire: Overall Score L | .Ife,
| L X s W o
NoniCOP . > - T58.84  9.46 - 624 'N
S 59.53 © B.98 .. 716 > ‘
:Ach1evement Tests s B | 4 H

‘ requested about every student Scores were coT&ected based upon use of . o

<, © -100-
o . "' A ) ' \*-5 . ) ) . T -
When the data were rearialyzed on the.basis of. the overaTT score,

4 . .-

parents of .children in the cop c]assrooms raied the ch11dren s behav3or . .‘_;

Bl

At all 15 S1tes, inquiries were made regard1ng the ava11ab111ty of =~

1nd1v1dua1 scores from standard1zed ach1evement tests.. ProJect staff -

g

. concerns that there would be little consistency were, regrettably, well-

* founded. The s1tes ut111zed many different achiévement, tests and none

ut111zed census test1ng at all grades |

ﬁﬁe go]]ection of information yiered data from 43 classrooms. in

oo
nine of-the 15 sites The da@% were collected aslpart of the total data

7 :-

" theLMétrop011tan Ach1evement Tests, the Iog;jﬁest of" Basic Sk1115 The

Ca11forn1a Test of Basic Skills, The Stanford Pr1mary Test, and the

’

Stanford Achievement Test. Eight of the nine districts,reported the data'

“+in terms of Grade Equivalent Scores.

109 © | |
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Adm1n1strators at many of the 15 sites had extreme reservat1ons
about additional test1ng of ch11dren, and, a&)most d1str1cts were to
be do1ng some type of achlevement tests 1n conJunct1onww1th the local '
special programs, 1t was dec1ded therefore, to ut11$§e 1oca1 test data, ~
a decisionuconsistent with the or1g1na1~po11cy to use locally generated
data where‘possib1e. The Tocal testing,periods (e]apsed time between
pre- and post -test adm1n1strat1on) varied from ‘four to 12: months Ten
of the d1str1cts tested between September and May, whilg others tested
from one academic year to the next -- usua]]y a May to May testing.
- The'reso1ts are reported in terms of the testing period emﬁ]oyed.
Data are reported based on 1nterva1s of {our, ten, and twe]ve months
between pre- and post-tests, Data from s1x classrooms are not 1nc1uded
beacuse they represent data collected from four different primary
achievement scales which yte]d neither grade equivalent scores nor scores
suitable for‘between group comparisons. ° '

/
Four Month Testing Per;od

©

In one site, the data from seven c]assrooms were co]]ected over a
four month test1ng,per1od -- January to April.
" Table IV - 44

Pre- and Post-Test Results
From a Four Month Testing Period

Type Grade ~ N Pre-Test - Post-test
: . . X SD C X SD
CoP . 5 52 .59 1.09- 5.2 T1.14
Non-COP_ 5 25 4.30 1.5 " 5.21- . " 1.59
Non-COP- -6 - 30 5.23 1.7 . * 5.53  1.83
- 7 20 7.44 1.6

cOP .63 - - 80  1.87

v . -

i -
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At the fifth grade level, students in both COP aad noﬁ-COP classrooms

@e e reading below the grade level p]aceméht, 4.59 and 4.3 rsspectively.'

AThé'r average performance-was identical at post-test time, 5.21. At the

sixéh grade 1éveT, the.students weré still below level at pre-test time,
with a lower rate of gain than reported at the fifth grade. The-§b§resn
reported at-the seventh gréde do not f?11ow the p;eviﬁus pattern. The
sthdeﬁ s in the progfam were already performing at,norma} levels, and they
continu‘d their ﬁorma1 progress throughout‘the seventh graae. R

I%ﬁis noteworthy that at grade five, students in both types of
c1$ssroom§ were performing_be]ow grade Teve] at the start of the pfogram
and were still below level at the program's end. Since this program lasted
only four months, the children appeared to be growiqg{ dyring\%his.peéiod,
at a rate considerably faster than might be expected, since normal growth
durin;sthis period would be .4. .These,d;ta'indicated that the short-term
growth rates dkre .50 and 1.2 respectively, both of which rates are higher
tﬁan_might nor$§11x be expecteg. - /

Ten Month Testing Period

These data cover a regular school year and thus a more appropriate

interval betwéen pre- and post-test. The testing period was from September

~ to June of the same academic year.

111
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) . .. Table IV - 45 - . T
. Pre- and Post-Test Results o -
; " . Lz, ‘From a Ten Month Testing Period - . : x
Type GraO, N Pre-test " Post-test ,
, ' X SD X SD
cop 3 39 2.98 1.26 ¢ 4.24 1.79
"Non- COP 3 41 330 ¢+ .1.26 4.4 1.37
coP* . 4 48 4.7 1.67 .6.25 .  1.88
Non-COP 4 . 46 4,18 « 1.50 5.96 2.14
CoP 6

25 5.90 1.57 - 6.80 2.0

. - L -
“With the exception of the students in the sixth grade, all teachers”

had chi1dnen whg, started the school year close to the appropriate grade
4 - .

level placement. After one academic year of instruction, the.children

- were at or above expectation for every grade,-again with the exception of

S

the sixth grade. Even here, the rate of grthh was 0.9 months of ‘increase’
\for each month in the program. For children in a compensatory education

cldssroom, a rate of drowth in exeess of 0.7 is frequently considered an

-

- improved rate of growth.

Twelve Month Testing Period

" Inan attempt to reduce the amount of 1nstruct1ona1 time a11ocated
to test1ng, some d1str1cts have turned to testing only at the end of each
aCademig,year. Nineteen classrooms 1nvo]ved,an this study ut111zed this
type of testing plan. " Since chi]dren's test performance may increase or

decrease as a result of the time lag between June testing and the actual

beginning of the next academ1c year, it was deemed more appropriate to

'prov1de the descr1pt1ve statistics of these data apart from the rest.

b
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At grade two, the children began at the-normal gr?de-level p13cement,

.¢

but little gain was evident one year later. At the third grade:jc1as&es
began and ended at different levels. The COP teachers' chi;dnen nere\per—
forming at a 1eve1 of 4.12 versus 2.72 for non-COP, yet the amount) of ga1n
© _ was re]at1ve1y even, Similar resu]ts oecurred in the fourth and fifth
grade§ Only at the s1xth grade/1eve1 did the post-test scores indicate
that the children were still be]ow grade 1eve1 at the program' s termination.
Table IV - 46

o Pre- and Post-Test Resd]ts
From a Twelve Month Testing Period

Type Grade | N Pre-test . ‘Post-test
— A" X 5
Non- COP 2 74 2.0 b 2.28 .73
oo 3 23 112 151 . 479 1.80
Non-COP ' 3 . 20 2.72 .98 35 .95
COP 3 25 4.0  1.41- 5.63 1.95
Non-COP 4 40 3.85  1.10 513 - 1.4
GOP 5 .27 49  2.03 615 . 2.62
~ Non-COP 5 63 s.62 243 554 2.43
- _COP. 6 32 4,24 1.59 " 5.57 1.83
* .Non-COP -+ 6 27 5.81  1.05 7.37 1.30
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_Aqother-way to 100k at these data is to use é concept of historical |

regression. For tﬂis_method the pre-test score is used as an e§timate'

of the ig;é of brogreés. Where the pre-test héan is divided by the number

of ﬁonths fn séhoo]as of'the test daté,‘fhe resulting°rate may -be extra-

po]atéd to yield an éxpected mean. The actual measurgd post-test mean

. . 4 ) oo
then may be compared with the extrapolated mean. Likewise, the rate at

’
.

pre-test may also be compared with the rate at post-test. No direet

significance tests may be computed, but the descriptive comparisons are

instructive.

In keeping with the earlier analysis, the data for four, ten, and 12
month .pre-post periods are kept separate. '

In the four-month pre-to-post test period, almost all grades, both

“t COP and non-COP taught, posted gains. At tbe fifth grade, where it is

possible to compare COP and non-COP, the non-COP exceed in performance.
At sixth grade, the noh-GOP class maintained the same rate. The seventh

grade COP class gained almost six’months in a four\month period.

\ )
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- - o 3  Table IV - 47

Historical Regres$ion Pre- and Post-Test -
Results: Four Month Testing Period

. ! . o N -
Type Grade Pre X Rate*  Expected X Actual Rate* .  Gain (Loss) Gain (Loss)
. Post X : : « Difference . Rate
Between Actual/
Expected
-COP 5  4.59 .85 "4.93 j:) 5.21 * .91 +.28 “
Nom-COP 5 .4.30 .80 4.62 5.2 .91 +.59 .
Non-COP 6 5.23 .82 5.56 f‘*\\‘_ 5.3 . .83 (-.03) . //4 +.01-
cop 7\ 7.44 .01 7.84 8.00 .02 .. +.16 +.01
* The rate 1s based on January or .4 months. =
** The rate is based on April or .7 months.
N g .

In the ten month pre-to-post test Beriod, all COP_and Non-COP
taught classes posted gains. At the third grade, the grade equivalent

’ ~ of the COP class far exceeded that of the non-COP class and markedly

increased in its rate of gain. Marked differences are also observed

in the fourth grade data where the COP group gained more than one year

above its expected level of attainment. e
Table IV - 48 1
Historical -Regression Pre~ and Post Test % \__,////
Results: Ten Month Testing Period ¥ :
Type Grade Pre X . Rate Expected X Actual Rate Gain?(Loss) " Gain (Loss) °*
& Post X Difference Rate
, : Between Actual/
Expected
_cop 3 2.98 .99 3.87 - 4.24 1.09 +.37 +.10
Non-COP 3 3.30 1.10 4.29 4.41 . 1.13 +.12 ’ + .03
coP 4 4.17 .06 5.1 6.25 1.8 Mg + .24
" Non-COP 4 4.18 1.05 5.13 5.96 1.22 4»83 - +.7
/ o
cop 6 5.90 .98 6.78 6.80 .99 +>g2 ‘ + .01
- ; \\ .
.1 l Y ) A\
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In the twelve month pre-to-post test period, the second grade

(non-COP) and both COP and non-COP third grade classes showed losses.

The losses at the third grade level werd far greater for the COP g
classes than the non-COP class. - : _ N N
* é‘ s

At the fourth, fifth and sixth grade levels, COP classes all
exteeded the non-COP classes. The most dramatic difference occurred
at the fourth grade level where more’ than a gain of one year above.

; .

o the expected gain was posted. At the sixth grade, the higher gain

of COP compared to non-COP classes is small in Magnitudéa.

. R
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. © Table IV - 49 ‘
e , Historical Regression Pre- and Post Test
. Resultsr Twelve Month Testing Period - AL
Type " Grade ° Pre X- Rate Expected X >nwﬂmw Rate Gain (Loss) 7 Gain (Loss)
v, . Pos® X Difference Rate
' . - Between Actual/
: ¢ . Expected
- ——
i
Non-COP 2 2.04 1.02 3.06 ° 2.28 .76 (-.78) (-.26)
cop 3 4.12 1.37 5.48 4.79 1.20 (-.69) (-.17)
Non-COP 8 2.72. .91 3.60 3.52 . (-.08) (.03) T~
. , R -
cop 4 4,40 1,10 4.40 5.63 1.12 +1.23 + .02 —
flon-COP 4 3.8 .96 4.80 5.13 .03 +.33 +.07
coP 5 4.9 .99 5.94 6.15 1.3 +.21 + .04
. : N 3 ,
Non~COP 57 4.62 ¢ .92 5.52 5.54 .92 + .02 .00
COP 6 4.24 vl 4.97 5.57 .80 + .60 + .09
. N ]
Non-COP 6 5.81 .97 6.79 7.37 1.05 + .58 + .08
S . .
1 2

A

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E
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- Table IV - 50 |

- - Historical Regression Ana1y§%s Summary

. ' =~ ' i
: - 4 month 10:month 12 .month . Overall .,
Grade 2 NA | & o NA , -NA'
grade 3 cop Non-COP ?
~ Grade 4_ coP’ coP 'COP
Grade 5 MNon-COP g -~ cop S
Grade 6 NA NA .cop T . cop
L —
Absence, Tardiness, and D:ktig1inggy1Referra1s
While behavioral indicazbrs are always diffiéu]t to ;ttribute to -

.a program cause, the_stud]/teaﬁ believed it was important to secure

some measures-of stddent behavior which might be éffected by teacher
behavior. As étated previously, if the COP’teaEher, served as @ more
appropriate role mode1, thén it could be conjectured that éhe student's
behavior should bé more positively reflected in fewer tardinesses,

higher attendance,.and fewer disciplinary referrals. To gather these
data}\each‘teaeher fn the project wghs asked to complete a'¥orm designed
by'NCTL staff. Since this form was a]so_used tb co11ect achievement data,
many of the teachers who did n&tvhave achievement data to report failed

to return the data on attendance, et al. O0f the 1,650 pieces of data,

seven of the 15 sites did return data from a total of 110 classrooms.

Tables IV - 51 through 53 report these results.

1ig -
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For the absence criterion, students ‘of teachers in the COP group

had an_avérage.;ate of 9.514%days absént. In contrast, non-COP students

N !

had a'meq5 averagé of 8.878 days absent. The d}*ference was not sig- -

6 -

nificant at the .05 level of significance. -

oy <. Table IV - 5 :
o ; ' ' Absence Rates \ ’
Type . N - X .  sD
coP 849 9514 08 0 o
icon-co - 801 8.878 ' 10.830 ' ‘ J
) / s

F=1.46 t=1.21. , ’ .'_!

The results for tardiness showed that students in the COP program
had a mean of 1.515 days tardy, as opposed to non-COP students having an

average of 1.547 days of being late. Here, too, there was a slight

-

veported difference between the two groups, but the difference was not
statistically significant. »
B . . Table IV - 52 .

Tardiness Frequency

N | X SD
copP 849 1.515 4.798
Non-COP 8071 1.547 4.660 -
t = 0.1385
‘ . ’

F-Ratio: 020192

F Probability = 0.617
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When the discfp1ing referra1.dapa were analyzed, {f waggfound phat
. students of teachers in CbP had an average-:atg of 0.112 Hiscjp]ine re-
%err$1s for fhe school year, while students oﬁ teachers not 1n,tﬁe(CQP '
‘program had a mean of 0.259 disciflfne referrals. The difﬁé}ehce,
though s1ight; waé statistically significant at the .05 1ev§1: ‘

students of teachers from'COP werev1ess likely to have béén referred for '

disciplinary purposes than students from a non-COP classroom.

Table IV - 53

Discipline Referrals -« .
N X - SD.
copr 849 0.112 0.771

Non- COP " 801 0.259 - 1.698

F Ratio: 5.005

F Probability = 0.020
t = 2.3025

On all three of the items -- absences, tardiness, and disciplinary
referrals -- the differences ?re small, anq, perhaps, not especially
meaningful. This is so, even for the one item, disciplinary referrals,
" where the djfferEEEe§/41though smai1, is statistically significant. It

is impossible to know whether a lesser number of disciplinary referrals,

. Vd
itself, means the teacher maintains discipline more effegtively.
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. a - ' Limitations o

As prev1ous1y stated this study.is intended to assess ‘he teachers' °
performance and the effect upon pupils of first year COP g;;dua es."
Had this assessment taken place in an isolated, ridgidly controlled
1abor§tory sett1ng, it would have .been a difficult job. Occurrind as 1t
did in a wide variety of h1gh1y diversified, real- 11fe school situat1ons,
1taﬁas an even more difficult and comp11cated task. As such, it was of
a piece with thé evaluation of almost all educational programs impoSiné
;omp]ex problems which have yet to be fully resolved by any investigator.

For completely reliable eva]uatibn instruments do not yet exist. Indeed, there
. . , p

' is only the beginning”bf consensus as to what area or areas of investigation, d

provide suitagie indices of success.
Let us 106&, for example, af one presumably controllable aspect Bf

the study, the area of pupil growth as measured b} the administration df
standardized achievement tests. Yet, even here, uncontrO]]ab]e prob]ems

_are evident. Some of the more obvious are: 1) teachers/yho "teach to the
test", thereby invalidating the results; 2) teachers who believe their
pupils have more important problems (e g- social or emot1ona1) and who
therefore do not concentrate heav11y on teaching in the areas to be evaluated;

_ 3) the ever-present problem, identified by Ryans, of "...}he difficulty of
adequately contro11ing external factors:in order to provide reasonable’

assurance thaé the hypothesjzed product is truly a product of the criterion

behavior rather than that of a wide range of uncontro]]ed'conditiohs_

121 .
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“occurring before and during the criterion behavior,"1 This, of -course,

does not even touch on the- serious debate as to the, validity of stand-

ardized tests. U SN ' |

-y,

e |
Thus, even the most widely used means of educafional program’

N . s : ' .
evaluation -- standardized measures of pupil academic achievement --
‘4. ‘t‘ J- | + - ‘ . b . )

appears grossly inadequate; measurement in other areas is even less. N

. - 19y

adequate. We were thereﬁore faced with the necessity of conducting our

. .

assessment across a wide range of areas, no one of wh1ch@woﬁﬂd prov1de ~

l '(‘:.J;.'P 0 .

conclusive data; however taken together, they prov1de* we.. be11eve the

basis for drawing some conclusions -as to the performance and relative
effect1veness of COP graduates.

. -In the pre11m1nary deve]opment of an evaluation design, the

possibility of estab]1sh1ng a control group of teachers who were not COP -
trained seemed to indicate that a classical experimenta] design approach
might be feasible. The traditional, classic approach wou]g consist of
comparing a "treated" group (in this case, COP graduates) to a "non-treated"
“group (teachers who did not have the COP experience) to assess whether or
not any systematic differences existed which might be attributable to

-group membership. ﬂ

Despite. the temptat1on to deve]op designs which are truly exper1menta] D

it was necessary to work with the situation as it existed and, svﬂte no

—eentreJ—was—posSJblehnMer“]ndependent variables, this study could be no

more than an ex post facto,,causai-comparative study including all of the

7

inherent complications characteristic of such design.

TDavid 6. Ryans, Characteristics of Teachers (Washington, D.C., 1960)
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A few of these difficulties are as follows:

»

(1) The d1ff1cu1ty in being certain that the re1evant k g I -
factor is actually included among the many factors % 0
under study.

(2) The complication that no single factor js the / -
cause. of ‘an outg but that someﬁzomb1nat1on
and interactionjof/factors exist together under ! :
certa1n cond1t;ons to y1e1d a given outcome

(3) The fact that two,- or more, -factors are re1ated )

" does not necgssarily imply 4 cause and®effect , '
relationship. They, may be simply related : . e .
to an additional factor not recognized or ob- ' »
served, &

(4) ComparatJve studies in naturai s1tuations do not
- allow controlled selection of subjects. Locat1ng
existing groups of subjects who are similar in all
respects except for. the exposure to one var1ab1e ,
is extremely difficult.¢ - . . A
Comgound1ng the prob]em was the fact that the 1nvest1gators were
-also involved with a samp]1ng b1as The fact that inclusion of a particular
schooT. system had to be based upon voluntary participation sets it uniquely

apart and may strongly,preaudﬁce'our samp]e,?_-For example, could we with

any assurdnce maintain that the performance of COP-trained teachers in- the
respondent schools which elect to cooperate is indicative of the perfor-‘
mance of a larger populat1on of COP-tra1ned teachers?

We cou]d f1nd out about the performance of COP-trained teachers as

~‘compared to the performance of non-COP trained teachers within a parti-

cular school, but a more generalized,application of findings must be

- AN

2A discussion of the se]ect1on process and.the efforts to mitigate this . |
prob]em may be found in Chapter IT, apove. » . , s

123
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- considered in 1ight of this sampling restriction. Conclusions from this

study must be tempered as a conseQuence of the fo11owing limitations of
it. | ) |
(1) This study dealt solely with events during the 1974-

1975 academic year.3 V s

(2) The selection

pre-requisites: . :

° a. Participation in the study was on a voluntary basis, .
and COP administrators (and the local district) could | -
freely elect to participate or chose not to part1'c1'pate,4
b.- A minimum of ten COP graduates had to be employed as
: * teachers, at each one of “the fifteen s1tes which was
‘o eventua]]y to be selected;® and

B )
0c. In order to assure a broad geographic representation,
, - at lease one site from each of the ten USOE regions
b was included in the study
"4' " - .
Tpese three pre-requisites necessitated that the study be

confined to a stratified, random samp]e.s'

i

o

e

3Th1‘s is not only to state the obvious but also to call attention to the fact
that a particular wave of COP graduates was studied. While their similarity
to the total universe of all COP participants (see Chapter II, Part B, above)
suggests that their performance, is not dissimilar from that which would be
discovered from the study of ear11er or later waves of graduates, there is no
firm data on this. .

- b -
4It should be noted, however, that in on]y one’ instance where a s1te met all
criteria, and was selected for inclusion in the study, did it then have to be
dropped, and this by decision of the study team. (See Chapter II,,Eart B, above)

5This was pdrpose]y modified to.accomodate two sites with rather un1que COP
graduate, popu]at1ons the veterans' program in New Orleans, and the program at

. Tempe, Ar1zona which had a large number of American Indian part1c1pants.i

.

6As discussed above, the cohort of the COP participants .included in the study
closely-resembled the entire universe of COP participants and graduates in terms
of sex, age, ethnicity, and other personal character1st1cs

12~'1
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. (3) The fact that, in some instances, -standardized

tests are given only on specific gréde levels -
and were, c6nsequent1y, not always déai1ab1e for

children in c!assroomé of all the teachers in ;he

study was a distinct limitation.

(4) The‘ta analysis to date has been limited to

straight forward calculations. For example, all
data have been analyzed on the basis of-COE-trained ‘
or noq-CdP trained teachers. vGiven the differences
between the two groups iﬁ terms of age and ethnicity,
the éata must be reanaiyzed as td these (and perhaps ‘\
cthers) variables.” Similarly, the extent to which
differences are a function of large differences at a
few of the sites has ﬁbt been fu]]y exp]oreda Nor
have\corre]ations.Between various scores been calculated.
(5) Even beyond th; known differences between the COP and . \~v
"control” groups, there were .others whicﬁ'may haQe been
even more significant. One example is found in the pro-
" cesses by which the two groups had been selected for
employment: the COP gradUates'fro; within the "lower .
ranks" of the school's hierarchy and in fulfillment, in
imany cases, of long-standing commitments by school
districts to hire them, and the non-COP first,yeak teachers
as a result ofvspirited competition in which Qs many as

50 or 100 persons competed for single teaching posts.

* 7It should be noted, however, that the selection of partigibants who were

1likely to be older and non-white was central to the COP-design.

C 125
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We have indicated at various points the efforts taken to mitigate

these limitations. Of course, in some instances, where mitigation was
. [
not possible, the limitations can only be noted and the conclusions

tempéged. And, as with limitation 4, above, additional analysis is

inecessary and final conclusions must be held in abeyance pendingvthese‘

[ PRI = S o
8

analyses.

LY

b3
bl

&

]

8The New Ca¥eers Training Laboratory is performing two additional pieces of
work in addition to the analyses noted in limitation 4, above: a follow-
up at the fifteen sites included in the present study to look at these
teachers in their second year and the initiation of the bas1c study at
additional ‘sites. ’
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- ‘ Discussion
- Three sets of data on COP-trained and pon- COP trained f1rst-year
", teachers were collected at each of the 15 sites. These centered on
the teechers themselves (The Person), their fe;ehing activities (The
Process), and\the results as they affected the children (The»Product):

Along each of these axes of data inquiry, a variety of instrumente was

~F

used so as to ehtain a mu1tifaceted picture of the two teacher cohorts.
InAeffect, "Rashomon" picture was sought. |
The potential results of the inquiry cou]d be grouned under four
head1ngs no differences between the two groups, sharp -and consistent
% differences between the two groups, small but consistent difference,
and/dr drregu1ar differénces. 'The pattern ultimately displayed wou]d
.be the result of the‘"rea1"!ditferences‘between the two groups and the
"a6curacy of the instruments in capturing and describing these differences.
" Because we sought a multifaceted picture of those studied and because

) E 3
~ of our Skepticism as tq, the sensitivity of the instruments available,

severa] instruTehts were usedqﬂ Given a variety of instruments which
~had been developed at different times and places by different peoole
for different purposes, a consistent showing across them would bresum-
ab1y be mqre convinéing in the aggregate than would-he an irregu1ar
'pattern o B - o

The study yielded a consistent pattern. That 15, where statistically
significant differences were found.on each instrument as a whole, ther’

favored the COP-trained teachers Where stat1st1ea11y non- s1qn1f1cant

differences were found on each instrument as a who]e, they favored the

-
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COP-trained teachers. Further, on the subparts of the various instruments
where statist{ca]]y.significant differences were found, in all instances
\
they favored the COP-trained teachers. Only on subparts of two instruments
~where differences were statistically non-significant was there a finding

which favored the non-COP trained teachers.

Before analyzing these data in terms of the three axes of measurement

noted above, let us briefly summarize the findings. (Chapter IV, above,
discusses the 1imitation of these data and should be read in conjunction

" with these findings.)

The Person

[ 4
The COP-trained teachers included slightly more males as compared

q

with the non-COP trained (29% and 23%, respective]y), were significantly
older (mean ages of 35 and 26, respectiye]y), although the;two groups
were more alike in terms of other non-whites (20% and'15%,nrespective1y):
In terms of expérience in their reépective teacher edﬁcation programs,
both groups were predominantly in Elementary Education aﬁ; both.performed
equally as. we11a;¥ ;measured by grades. The/CUF’tra1ned'%eachers were more
satisfied with thexr preparation (91% compared with“71%),, and more of them
both had enro]]ed (347 and 27%, respectively) and p1anned to enroll (88%

and 78%, respectively) in graduate education.

In terms of attitudes, on all eight scales of the Gordon’ Peb;

Inventory and Personal Profile, the COP trained teachers scored

’l

2
with statast1ca11y significant differences on the scales for Oré§1na1 Think-
o - ¢
ing, 'Vigor, Ascendancy, and Sociability. There was no s1gn1f1caﬁ§ dgiffer-

ence between the two groups on the Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inveﬁtory,

~
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postulating no significant differences ragarding personal attitudés ,

and attitudes toward schooling are proven false. B }

-~
o
2

The Process
On all three factors'of the Ryans Classroom Observation Record, the
Cob-trained teachers ;cored higher than did the non-COP trained teachers;
on each of the factors, ag well as ovéra]], the differences were staéistie

cally significant. Similarly, on the Flanders Interaction Analysis

Categories, there was more student talk or responsive teacher talk in the

COP-trained teachers' c1assrooms: while' in the classrooms of the non-COP )
trained: teachers, there was more teacher-initiated ta]k: According to
Flanders' data, responsive teacher talk and student talk are more desirable
and more highly correlated with posiiive student performance. |
On each of the three $ca1es.bf the Principal Questionnaire, teacher
supervisors ranked ‘more COR-trained teachers than non-QOP trained §uperior
as comparea with other first-year teachers they had supervised. On all
three scales, and overall, the differences in favor of the CPP-trained
teachers were-sta?istica11y significaﬁt, Adéina the Null Hypothesis as to
' .

there being no significant difference between COP-trained and non-COP trained

teachers is proven false.

129
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The Product ,
Here assessment wés made of the children's self-concept, their
parents' view of the child's attjtudes, and the child's performanée in
school. On the Piers-Harris Self-Concept Scale, the chi]dreniin.the’
classrooms of the'COP-trained teachers ranked higher, and the difference
was statistically significant. Overall, the parents of children in |
classrooms of COP-trained teachers ranked their children's attitudes as
mord favorable tﬁén did the parents of the children in the non-COP trained
teachers' classrooms. The differences were statistically §Hgnificant.
Thus, the Null Hypothesis as to there being no signif{cant,difference
between the two cohorts of children in terms of their.own self-concept and

their parents' view of their attitudes was proven false.

o
The variety of achievement tests used and testing periods involved

‘preclude -any: hard summary judgments. Inwcombin%ng»elassroqﬂéawheﬁe~pre-w e

and post-tests were given with longest time intervals, there were no
differen;e§ at grades three and five; at grades four and six there were
statistically significant differences and here they favored the classrooms
of the COP-trained teachers. ‘The data on absences and tardiness showed no
statistically significant differeﬁbeg; the differences, such as they were,
favored the COP-trained teachers in the case of tardin!is and the non-COP

trained teachers in the case of absences. In the matter of disciplinary

referrals, aksma11 but/ statistically significant difference favored the

COP-trained teachers. b;»‘
- o . *
| ay | e o
i\
| -
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To reoeat where differences on overall sca1es occuﬁﬁza between ‘

COP and non-COP trained teachers, whether the d1fféren¢es were statistij-

“cally s1gn1f1cant or not, they, in each case, favored the Ci -trained |

teachers. On. a11 subsca]es statistically 51qn1f1cant diffe nces a1ways

A,favored the COPztrained. Only on two suﬁsca1es where differences were4

not statistically significant did the scores favor the non-COP trained,

The Data pveraH

\

It may be helpful to present in a tasular manner the instruments |

and subscales, noting where the sccrcs favored COP or non-COP trained

teachers, and whether the differences were statistically significant.

. " TABLE VI -1
Summary of Differences Between COP- and il
*  Non-COP Trained Teachers - ‘
|
Item Statistically Difference No
Significant (But Not Difference
Difference Statistically
Favoring Significant)
. (g ) Favoring
. Gordon Personal Profile
and Inventory
--Cautiousness : cop ;
--0Original Thinking . - COP ;.
--Personal Relations ‘ cop |
~-Vigor ‘top
--Ascendancy . = "COP .
--Responsibility _ coP
~ --Emotional Stap111ty cop
[ -1Soc1ab111ly o - cCoP - S
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--Factor 3 (Children's
Attitudes toward reading)
--Overall

v
Item Statistically " No
Significant Difference
Difference .
Favoring
Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory
__llR.ightll )
__llwrongll
--Overall Attitude -
Ryans Classroom Observation Record -
--Factor X (Understanding,
Friendly vs. Aloof,
Egocentric) cop
--Factor Y (Responsible,
Systematic vs. Evading,
A Unresponsive) cop
--Factor Z (Stimulating,
Imaginative vs. Dull, '
Moribund) cop
e
Flanders Interaction Analysis -
Categories
--Teacher Initiated Talk
--Teacher Responsive Talk
--Student Talk
Principal's Questionnaire
) --Factor One (Teaching
Characteristics) cop
--Factor Two (Attitudes) cop
--Factor Three (Leadership
Skills) | cop
--Overall cop
Piers-Harris Self-Concept Scale cop
Parent Questionnaire
--Factor 1 (Children's
. Attitudes toward school) cop
--Factor 2 (Children's
ttitudes toward activity in
the classroom) COE,
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© Item . Statistically Difference No -
Significant (But Not Difference
Difference |, - Statistically
Favoring Significant)
' Favoring - @

Achievement Tests . _
" --Grade 3 - X
--Grade 4 . _ cop »
--Grade 5 _ _ . X
. --Grade 6 cop
Absence, Tardiness and Disciplinary
Referrals
. --Absences Non-COP-
--Tardiness : cop
--Disciplinary Referrals cop

Visually, the sheer repetition of the indication of scores favoring
3 ' .
the COP-trained teacher is overwhelming. In a sense, too much so, as many

<

of the,inétances where there are non-statistically significant differences:
~the differences are small. Even in mady-of the cases wher;“the differences

are statistically significant -- and here all such differences favored the

COP-trained teachers -- the differences, nonetheless, were small.

.In the aggregate, nonetheless, the data reveal a series of consistent
more positive scores by the COP-trainéd teachers. They possess a more
favorable set of attitudes. They demonstrate in the classroom the behaviors

- considered to be the more desirable ones for children's 1earn;ng. Their
supervisors rank them more favorably.  Thé children in their classes think
better of themselves, and with the exception of the score on one subscale,
the children's parents believe those in the classrooms of the COP-trained

teachers have better attitudes. The slight difference in achievement test

scoresAfavbrs the COP-trained teachers' students.

”
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‘The Factors Related

*

To this point, we have treated the data collected along each of three
axes of inquiry as if they were separate and independent phenomena. Of
;course, while separate, they are about the same peopTe. Indeed, it is just
the issue of whethér teacher attitudes (investigated as part of Axis 1) re-
late to classroom behavior (A;is 2) relate to impact upon children (Axis 3)
which is central to any inquiry concerning teacher selection, tra1n1ng, and
performance. In this regard, then, it is not simply that the COP trained
teachérs rank more positively on a variety of 1nstruments. Rather, it is the
pattern and relationships of these djfferences which-are the most reveaiing.
This pattern is particularly evident in the nature of tquher-student
interac&ion In comparing the classrooms of the COP- tra1ned teachers with
those of the non-COP trained, there ap;éar to be two different teaching
styles and two different student response patterns. On the one hand, the

non-COP trained teachers engage in more teacher-initiated interaction --

lecturing, a question and short answer dialogue; a1so,.there are longer
periods of silence in their classes. On the other hand, the COP-trained-
teachers interact more directly with their pupils, elicit more‘and longer .
responses from the students, and respond more to students’ éomments when
they arise. In shprt, the c]asérooms of the COP-trained teachers show more

- responsive teacher'and pupil verbal interactive exchange than those of the

non-COP trained. The COP-trained teachers appear to be more accepting and
encouraging,\which in turn conduces toward more student verBa] initiative,
fuller student responses, and more sdstained interchanges.' These are.charac-
teristics which the pertinent résearch indicates are more desirable and more

highly correlated with better student performance. ;
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This study yields data which reinforce this pattern. The personal
characteristics and attitudes of the bOP trained teachers were more posi-

t1ve and were more 11ke those which correlate highly with student per- S
T A

ML

formance. And in terms of the ev1dence 1n this study as to impact on
students, we find that those students in the classrooms of the CQP-trained "
teachers had more positive attitudes about themselves, that their parents

viewed their attitudes as more favorable, ahd their performance’was'better. '

This pattern was reinforced by the more positive assessment of the coP-

| trained teachers by their principals. | .

In sum, then, ft js a pattern oé consisterit, if often small, differences
which favor the COP-trained teacher. The differences fit together in a
coherent whole. It seems fair to assert that there ts a clear if not over-
whelming picture. It is that the COP-trained teachers have more positive
qua11t1es, disp]ay in the classroom both the results of these qualities and
the behav1ors correlated more highly with pup11 success, and receive higher
ratings from their superv1sors. The children in the c]assrooms rate them-
selves and are._rated by their parents more positively. They pehfohm better..
iL is not a heavily weighted picture; rather, it is one 6f a consonance of

tones along one end of the spectrum.
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Policy Implications

3

A A study such as the one reported here can lead its authors into two

»

. opposite directions, each with both merit and failing, regarding the pos- :

¢ sible ﬁ%]icy implications of the findindt. On the one hand, one can‘vecog-

,nize that it is but a single 'study, limited both in that regard, as Qe]]

" as its intrinsic shortcomings. This path leads to caution, if not timidity,
in drawing poiicy implications, let alone making recommendations. On the
other hand, given the mass of t%e data and the findings which are -persuading
if not absolutely persuasive, one is*tempted to build entire sets of policy

Jrecommendations. |

This study does warrant the drawing of-implications and the proffering
of recommendations. In doing so, howevek, we rely not only on the study's
findings but on the extensive data on the Career Opportunities Program col-

lected by the New Cpreers Training Laboratqry, and on analyses.of differing

parts of the program conducted by both NCTL staff and others.

First, and overall, both the findings of this study and other reports
show that low-income adults, long away from formal education, can be recruited
chcéssfully to work in the schools, can do that work with benefit to chiidren,
can combine thét work with successful perfqrmance as college students, and,
as a resﬁ]t, can become effective teachers of low-income children. * In sum;
the concept of the Career Opportunities Program is one which can be dnd, in
this instance, has -been successful.

In ;ﬁ assessment of COP midway in its course, William Smith, succé®sor

to Don Davies at USOE's Bureau of Educational Personpel Develooment, labeled =~

serfés

COP a "mid-range demonstratfan," an effort which brought toget
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. of prog}am ideas found successfu] in earlier more limited effort53 which
sdugﬁt toﬁgémpnsﬁrate the potentié] in their combinatiop and expansion."1
. Among earlier jdeas brought together LP~COP was the btdad "new careers"
concept put forth by Pearl and Ries_smarl.2 Theygassertgd that persons
| recruited from among the‘poor; when simultaneously provided Jobs, training,
and edubation, cou]d becbme a new kind of prpfessiona1. Ina seﬁsea cob
~ is an expression of that concept and this study the first large scale test:
ofkthe hypothesié;gndergirding the riew careers cohcept.3 - L
More'speéifféa]]y, COP took -up ideas such as: the potential ‘of |
paraprofessionals to make a direct contribution to the delivery of human | —
o ‘; serv1ces, in this 1nstance to the learning of low-income ch11dren, the:
usefulness of staff d1fferent1at1on de51gns part1cu1ar1y when comb1ned
n with career advancement; the value of comb1n1ng both work and study; the
fieﬂd-based focus of teacher education; the involvement in re1ationshipsw£i\y‘
'built upon pariéy of all the central parties (viz. school, univeksity, and ‘ *¢/)
community péop1e)'to the professional prepératjon enterprise. Whi1ekthe ,
ﬁindings of Fhis study do not lend tg2m5e1ves fo the making'of judgments -
és to the re1a¢jve efficacy of particular p§rts of the COP design, the

findings overall do indicate that the COP principles have worked. That s,

——

d

14i114am Smith, "COP: A\Progress Repdrt on a.Mid-Range Deﬁoﬁstration}" cop
Bulletin I, 3 (1973). ' ;

v 2Arthur Pearl and Frank R1essman, New Careers for the Poor (New York: The
Free Press, 1965). )

& 3The performance of paraprofe551ona1s has,been assessed in earlier studies.
For a report on these, see Alap Gartner, Paraprofess1ona1s and Their
Performance (New-York: Praeger, 1971).

. o
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- powerful social -contributions; in this instance, as teachers. As programs .

[

it has recruited selected, trained, and graduated Tow-income adults who

' have, at:Ieast among those included-in this study, become successful

teachers of 1ow-income children.? And, as indid%?ﬁd in the body of the
report, the COPetrained teachers who were participants in this study

3

closely resemble the full range of COP participantS'throughout,the country’
and one can thus cohfidently extend the judgment from those involved-in
this study to the broader COP universe.

At a time when teacher yacancies are fewer,. it becomes all the more
crucial that the persons employed as teachers perform weli - In add1t1on,
g:ven the public investment in teacher educat1on,q1t is 1mportant that the
persons so trained do become and remain teaEhers A1ready with roots 1n
the1r commun1ty, COP trained teachers are more likely to remain there and
to remain in teach1ng. '

What is most essential in Tight of~the findings of .this study 15 the
recognition‘thet among the vast pool'of'lowéincome adults are many persons,

L

who’given realistic opportunities in a carefully designed program, cen make

to staff the<schools are developed as plans to. train persons to become
teachers mater1a11ze, 1ndeed as persons are recruited to h1gher edﬁcat1on
at 1arge, the potent1a1 of 1ow-1ncome, frequently m1nor1ty adults, 1onq

absent from formal school but powered by the1r own mot1vat1on in the context

" of réa11st1c opportunity, should not. be 1gnored . The issue is not whether

the Career Opportunities Program, as such, should be done again -- although

few-such efforts have been as successful. It is the prooram intent, the

"

L)

programadesign, and the program ethos which warrant extension and deme1opment.g
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, Synopsis

A comparative ;tudy was undertaken assessing the nerformance of ,
first-yeagvteachers trained through the U.S. Off{ce‘bf Educatioﬁ;Career
Oppo:funities Program and a matched arouo of first-year teachers in the
same scﬁod] bui]dingiand grade, but.not trained ;hrough the Career Qonor-
tunities‘Pfogram.\\Ié? study’was’conducted during the 1974-75 school year
at 15 sites across the country, which were drawn as a stratified sample
of the 132 Career Ooportunities Program orojects nationwide.

A variety of . instruments were usea in-order to obtain a comorehensive
picture of the partici@ants in terms of personal characteristics, attitudes,

. / : : '

The data fall into a consistent pattern. The Career Onnortuhitigé\

‘classroom behavior, and impact upon pupils.

Program-trained teacher was more likely to have a more nositive attitude

original in thought, and receive a higher rating from the orincinal based¢
on her/his work in the classroom. He or she was more suonortive of stu-
dent-initiated talk and‘1ess'1ike1y to ask questions soliciting rote res-
ponses. The children who the COP-trained teacher taﬁqht had a more nosi-
tive self-conceot, their parents viewed more positivelv their attitudes
toward school, and the children performed better on standardized achieve-
ment’ tests. Although many of the differences between the COP-trained and
non-COb traiped teachers are small, the pattern'of differences is clear -

and consistent.

~)

—toward—teaching,—be more socialiy-oriented, have-more-vigor, be more . ..
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'Introduction

. = The Career Oonortunities Program (COP) was a national effort of
"’;%
- % Heﬁafs 0ffice of Education to ‘employ, train, and ungrade educational

paraperessiona]s in schools serving low-income children. Estab1ished_
in 1970 ynder the Education Professions Development Act of 1967, by its
schedu]e&‘termihation in June 1976, it Qi]] have had some 150 local pro-l
jects in 48 states, including Alaska and Hawaii, and the Commonwea]th of
Puerto Ric%.

Three\basic purposes of the program, among others, were to:

1.1 ring to schools personnel different from those already

| employed as teachers;
22‘ provide training, éducation; and career advancement for
; such people, and \ “.

3.5 affect the 1eahning of children fr;h low-income families. o

During COP's seven years of operdt%on at a federal exvenditure of |
aoproximately $129,390,000, over 14,000 particioants received on- the job
tra1n1ré and college-based education. Grants usually qerevmade to lgcal
educaqzona1 agencies, where the paraprofessionaTﬁ;ﬁerZ emolqyed'and~Where
they received 1nserv1ce tra1n1ng, while institutions of highér education
provided a co11ege degree program through a subcont;\bt with the school
system. In.the course of successful participation in the program, the
paraprofessional participants mounted and advanced on a career ladder,
earned a baccalaureate degree, and became e1igibae for a teaeher's 1i-

cense. It is estimated that more than 4,000 COP participants had done A
this by mid-1975.

4 B : o o
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In July 1974, the New Careers Trainiﬁg Laboratory, Queens College,
began an évaluation siudy of’COﬁ under.a grant from«g§0E. The nurpose of
the study was tb focué.on cop graqdates serving as first-year teachers
within local school districts. While each district havihg a COP project
was responsible for an ongoing evaluation of its project, none were res--
ponsible for the evaluation of the qraduafé as a teacher. The pbresent |
study, then, js the first to look at this aspect of'the Career Ooportuni-

ties Program -- the graduate as teacher.

~

. -

Procedure
K11 132 then-operating COP projects were canvassed in July 1974,
~Eachfproject was requested to report. the number of COP graduates, the .
total then empioyed in tﬁe district as teachers, and the school district's
willingness to participate in the planned study. ‘From the pool of 60
positive responses to an initial questionnairekand subsequent fo11ow-up,
15 sites were selected to reflect the ten federal geographic redions and
the diversity'of COP models, and to provide some balance between urban and'
rural school districts. The 15 sites are thus a stratified samole of the

full COP universe which shows high congruence with the national COP nro-

ject profile in terms of participant characteristics and-oroject activities. .

foo
e At eachJof the 15 sites, a sample of ten COP graduates was randomly
| selected from the pool of COP graduates employed there as first-vear teach-
\—ers. At each of the local schools where one or more of the ten COP graduates

'1 were teaching, first-year teathers whQ were not COP graduates were selected
\
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.as a controﬁ‘group.and matched with the COP graduates on the basis of
being first-year teachers working in the same school building and teaching

the same grade. -

Ipstrumentation - ' '

Data were collected along three axes: the person, the orocess, the

L4

product.

Data on the person éonsisted of personal, demographic, and teacher

training information,+as well as those gathered by the fordon
Personal Profile and Personal Inventory and the Minnesota
Teacher Attitude Inventory.

Data on-the teaching process Mere gathered by the use of an

administrator's comparative rating scale developed by/oro-
ject staff, the Flanders Interaction Analysis Categories,
and the Ryans Classroom Observation Record.

\
Data on the product -- the effect upon the student -- were gathered

by three instruments: the Piers-Har}is Self-Concept Scale; a
Parent Questionnaire designed by staff to elicit parental judg-
ments about children's attitudes; and an individual data collec-
tion sheet which 'collected achievement test data on each student
in the class of one of the teachers being studied, as well as
information on attendance, tardiness, and disciplinary referral.
A variety of instruments alonag each of these axes was. used to obtain-a
mu]tifaceted'picture of the two teacher cohorts, the COP-traingd and the .

non-COP‘érained. In effect, a "Rashomon" picture was sought.




%he Findings

Axis 1 - The Person

The COP-trained teachefs were q}der, more likely to be Black, and
slightly more likely to be males as compared with the non;CQP trained.
(For COP and non-COP, respectively, the mean age was 35 and 26, 52% and
26% were Black, and 71% and 77% were female.) The two grouos did about
as well in college, as_méasured by grades, although the COP-trained grg
expressed greater satisfaction with their coi]eqe program. And a highe
percentage of COP-QEPined teachers had inro11ed and planned to enroll i

post-baccalaureate education.

“he éOP-trained teachers had more positive attitudes .as exoressed

all eight scales of the Gordon Personal Inventory and Personal Profile,

well as the Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory. The differences wers

e :

" nificant statistically on the Gordon scales for OriginaT Thinking, Vigq
: Ascendancy,_anQ@Sociabi1ity. ' -, '
. h ‘

sAxis 2 - The Process

. On both measures of classroom activity used in this study, the COR
trained teachers performed in a more desirable manner. In their class
there was more interchange Between teacher and student, the students' t
~was more responsive and extended. The interaction which more fgéquent]
characterized the classrooms of the COP qraquates is,; according to the
tinent research, more hiqﬁ]y correlated with positive student performan

Principals who supervised the two groups of teachers compared the COP-t

teachers more favorably with other first-year teachers they had supervi
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Axis 3 - The Product
\ .
The children in the classrooms of the COP-trained.teachers had a

more positive self-concept, and their perents ranked their attitudes toward
school more positively thaﬁ‘did parents of children in the classrooms of
‘the non-COP trained teachers. Although comprehensive achievement tést data
were not obtainable, on the achievement test data which were ava11ab1e ‘when

P

differences were present, they favored the children in the c1assroom§ of the ‘i
’COP trained teachers. Finally, the data regarding tardiness and d1sc1oﬂ1nary ‘
referrals were more positive for the children in the classrooms of the COP- ‘
trained teachers, while attendance data favored the non-COP trained teachers.

= : + 4+ + 4

In sum, \K\__

--where statistically significant differences were found on
each instrument as a whole, in each case they favored the . "

COP-trained teachers;

--where statistically non-significant differences were found
on each instrument as a whole, in each case they favored the
COP-trained teachers; |

--where statistically ;ignificant differences were found on

" subscales of instruments, in each case they favored the )
COP-trained teachers; and '3

--where statistically non-significant differences were found

on subscales of instruments, in e]] but two cases“they

favored the COP-trained teachers.
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~ The Meaning

We found a,series of consistent, although often small, more positive
scoreg‘by the COP-trafned teachers, as compared with the matched non-COP
trained teachers in the same schools. The COP-trained teachers Possess a
more favorable set of attitudes. In the classrooms, they demonstrate be-
haviors considered to be the more desirable ones for children's learning.
Their supervisors rank them more favorably. The children-in Fheir class-
rooms think: better of tﬁemse1vés and, with the exception of the score on
one ;ubsca1e, the children's parents believe those in éhg classrooms of
the COP-trained teachers have better attitudes. And what slight differences
there are in achievement test scores favor the COP-trained teachers' students.

It is not only this consistent set of findings but their pattan which

merit attentiom. In comparing the classrooms of the COP-tra%ﬁég teachers

with those of.the non-COP trained, ohe finds two different teachi@g styles \44

. \., ’
and two different student response patterns. On the one hand, the non-COP

trained teachers engage in more teacher-initiéted interaction -- Tecturing

and questions and short answer dialogue. On the other hand, the COPaprqined
teaghers interactéhore directfy with their students, elicit more and 1;ﬁger
responses from the students, and respond more to students' comments when

they arise. This more éccepting and encouraging c]assroom behavior conduces
toward more stdhent verbal initiative, fuller responses, and more sustained
1nterchanges. 'According to the pertinent research, these characteristics of
c]assroop interaction are more desirable and correlate more highly with better

student performance. Our own findings indicate this to be the case based on

our assessment of the students' self-concept, parents' assessment Q( their

attitudes, and-their achijevement.—— —— e
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We have, then, a pattern of consistent, if often small, differences
which favor the COP-trained teacher. These differences fit t&gether in a

coherent whole.




Summary of Differences Between COP- and

Non-COP Trained Teachers

i

Item

Statistically Difference
Significant (But Not
Difference Statistically
Favoring Significant)
Favoring

No
Difference

Gordon Personal Profile

and Inventory
--Cautiousness
--Original Thinking
--Personal Relations
--Vigor
--Ascendancy
--Responsibility
--Emotional Stability
--%ociability

Minnesota Teacher Attitude
Inventory

'-="Right"

__uwrongu

--Overall Attitude

Ryans Classroom Observation
Record

cop
cop |
cop
cop
cop
coP
coP
.COP

cop
cop
cop

--Factor X (Understanding,

Friendly vs. Aloof,
Egocentric)

--Factor Y (Responsible,
Systematic vs. Evading,
Unresponsive)

--Factor Z (Stimulating,
Imaginative vs. Dull,
Moribund) '

Flanders Interaction Analysis
Categories
--Teacher Initiated Talk
--Teacher Response Talk
--Student Talk

Principal's Questionnaire
--Factor 1 (Teaching
Characteristics)
--Factor 2 (Attitudes)
--Factor 3 (Leadership
Skills)
--Overall

cop
cop

cop 3

cop
cop
cop

COP.
Gop

cop
cop
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Item : Statistically Difference No
g Significant ~ (But Not Difference
Difference Statistically
Favoring Significant)
~ Favoring
Piers-Harris Self-Concept ‘ A
Scale , cop
Parent Questionnaire .
--Factor 1 (Children's
Attitudes toward School) COP
--Factor 2 (Childyen's
Attitudes toward Activ-
ity in the Classroom) cop
--Factor 3 (Children's - .
“Attitudes toward
Reading) Non-COP -
--Overall . cop
Achievement Tests ' : :
--Grade 3 S X
--Grade 4 cop
' --Grade 5 X
--Grade 6 ‘ cop o
Absence, Tardiness; and
Disciplinary Referrals
’ --Absences : Non-COP
--Tardiness < - - COP

--Disciplinary Referrals COP




